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The Myth of Semantic‘Presuppgéifioﬁ‘.

Steven E._Bcef
_ William G. Lycdn

. . T \ Q- :

" The miotion of ' presupp031t n" has captured the‘?aney of many .
llngulsts, and appeals to "presu 031t10ns are w1dely regarded as |
carrying explanatory force in llngulstlc theory. Our aim in thi’s -study +
is to criticize, from a standpoint.congenial (though by\hc-means
specifie) to Genergtive Semantlcs and the Performative Analysis, the
prular thes1s that there.are "semantic" presupp031t10ns, i. e.,that
'—‘—jf—‘——certaIn‘scrts ofsentences have pecul

_which. are distinct from ordlnary éntallments and yet closely akin to
them, in that the’ f8151xy of)the alleged 1mp11cata results in apprg-
ciable semantic consequences_anent - .the sentences in question. A
ﬁethodologlcal corollary of this thesis is ,that llngulsts who /regard
grammar for a natural language as ooeratlng on a kind of "natural logrc
must complicate theitr semantic theories by the*addition of more or less
omplex formal apparatus to account for the dlstlnctlvely semantic’ ., °?
oddities whvich are alleged to~result when preSupp031t10ng' fail.l" We .
shall argue (i) that the thesis is false, (ii) that consequently the
methodologacal corollary is without support, 2 and (fii) that, alleged
cases of semantic presupp051t10n do not=even form a patural kfnd, 1n .
that vhere discernible ' 1mpllcat10ns ~do obta&n, they tugn out to be i
relatlons of distinct and largely unrelated sorts (thus, we shall urge
that such cases not be subsumed under a sipgle theoggtlcal term), We
“shall accordihgly offer piecemeal alternative explanations “of thé
intuitions in question, and go on to prov1de what~we believe to <be an
illuminating diagnosis of the fallac1es on.,w 1ch the notion of ‘semantic.
" presuppo$ition rests, ) , (. * P :' .

\

- ~ y
Y

Introduct1on 'Presuppps1t10n"" ’ )

Most l1ngulst1c semantlclsts Cand many phllosophers of language)
séem tJ agree that the notion of ' presupp031t1on is both rich in
intultlve content {and thus available as an 1mportant source of data

or .syntax -and. semantlcs) and cruclal for our understandlng and theori- .
zing about the meanings of utteﬁances (and thus i . 1mpdrtant
in syntax and semantics). A reader-of the'l;te

" T “the impression that_we have a vast'stockplfl
concerning the presup9051t10ns of sentencex
get quite as clear about what presupp031n

do well enough to go on with; and’ we ‘may col¥ ; o appeaI to data
concern1ng presupp031tlon ig framing syntac‘i “a ‘*semantlclarguments
on diverse topics. ’ 7 '
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'Here are some examples of pairs oft %ences the llke of which *
e been here apd there adduced under, the r\lbfrlc of presupppsltlon
distinct from entallment) . -

Ny » .
" (1), a. Sam neallzes thet, Iry’ is a Martian.
.b. Irv is.a Martian. - :
(2) a Fred ‘regretted leaving home., .
. b. Freed left home, ? . ‘5’ ‘
(3) “al Bring mg the avocedo dn the bpéwn paper bag.
,b. There is an a.v0ca.do in a/bro‘%fx paper bag,
a.' Few éirls' are coming. Y . _ ‘. cot
Some glrls are coming.. . M )
If Irwv, vere k:! Martla.n, I'd‘ be’ runnlng a“ray from here.
«Arv is not a'Martian. - \

-+ Have you §topped beating your w:Lfe? '\ .

)

You have beaten your wife., *
I hopg-I can dlsprove &5dels Theorem.
possible ‘to dikprove Gddel's:. Theorem.
) omise tntbrlng bac‘g your toilet-seat.
BN I intend to bring back your toilet- sea:i.
a. " -Fred; who was.fat, could not run, - __ A |
b, Fred was fat, "\ ~.* °
(16) a, Camille }s ‘prete dlng to. be- s:Lck. C o
{7 b, Cam11 s nat ! s’lck.. <. . v
(11) =} John managed to' et out’ of “the .phone: booth.
» . .b. John® ‘tried-to gét out of the phone booth.
(12)- a. She was “peQr, but shé was$ honest.v
“ ' :p, /Being ﬁobr N dk (QQ-{PLeclude Yeing honest.
(139 a, If ydur toﬁch e ggain, I'11 Scream.

) b. JIf you Ton "t ‘bouch me, again, I won't scream.
'(1}&) Melvin is & bache‘lor. e ) .
r ., b Melvm is. a.n adult. -, -~ :

N . L 2
\ N I ' X
It may perhaps bé clear that the- f;xrst member of each of these pairs
somehGw "suggeéts"' or "implies" its Fellow.. Wﬁat is not at all cle
. (and wonld, be- naive,to assume) is, that there §s a-single distinctive

" +and 1mpor§ant rela:;%on whlﬁ}, is, 1nstantla.ted b 1. thege pairs. In®

-

fact, as, e shall tHe: differences 'between the palrs are.more’ .
- iziteredting than thg smilaritles. St
Fo compllcate’the matter . furkher, the l:i)t',erature gontalns a richly
_yaried pgnoply of nonequivalent deflnitlons orolntroductlons of.the tern
, presuppose gnd 1ts cognatesy a.nﬁ 1t~ is clea.r that not one but many \
L Histinct the;}retleal nétions are ih ptax'as wekl. ' There are many mor€
N such'\no’glon Jihan have been 'pouited out to- d‘ate,«though 'tﬁxey may be
groupeﬁ' Tairly tasily ic‘bo a Tew; larger ‘categories. And it is clear
(thOugh wé shall ‘not bé able tQ document the first and third of these

.-points here) %nat (i) the differences between ‘these various motions -~

have’ tacitly been traded on,, somet imes With substantive é(but spurious)
résults; that ${11) when ‘the proper dlst:mctlons have been made, most of

the resulting notions will Pe seen 1o be 'relatively clear an&/ma.nageable, .

- though some (incluqm‘themore—eonce Ygemantic" presupposition)
will be found’ té be v\acuous and/or ‘theoreticall'y .useless, an a

-5
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(1ii) when the differences have been 'attended’ to, but" not)befere, - ,
51gn1flcant progress may be made on the relevant theoretical issgues, o
such as the question of traﬂ“3t1v1ty and the much-touted "projectlon
problem".3 . ¢ N e
. ébme recent theorists have jat last- begun dissecting the mgnolith in
crude.but helpful ways., It is g;

“now more or less standard to distinguish
semantic from pragmatic presuppositions (Stalnaker 1972; Keenan 1971;

‘ Karttunen 1973; Thomason 1973; Atlas 1975; and others). That is, it is
p01nte&'6dt ‘that there are at least two such notions that are perhaps

not qulte the same. But even this ,rough difference is rarely taken

»serlqusly in the literaturée-—thus Karttunen (1973 having pointed out
the distinction, writes:

-
. '
.

-
. . -, P S . . v
‘e

For the "time being, let us. simply assume that we undérstand
° whgt+is meant by a presupposition in the case of simple '
sentences:..and turn our attention to more complex cases. -
S "...we€ may even forget about the distinction between ..
. semantic and pragmatic presupp sitions: ‘What is 'said .about : :
’ one~kind” of presupposition wil apply to the other as well '
(I nope). (p., 171) ‘

., These tﬁd remarks willsstartle a reader who-has taken a- careful.look
at our list of sentence paire or has taken note of the assorted d

tions of presuppogition that have been offered in the 11teratur

ﬁfini-
Let us list a few of these deflnltlons

» % 3
(lS a. presupposes Sg entalls S and .
. ™ denla entalls fHorn 1969, Morgan 19%9 -
. - b. Sl resupposes = g¢ Tf S1 ' "makes literal {

sense, then 82 is true, (Keenan.1971)

. o c. O presupposess Sp = 4p If Sy is true, then S;
. . " + 1s true; and if S3.is false, then Spo.is true
’ : . (i.e: if $p is not true, then Sy is neither true-
nor false). (Alternati&ely:«s; necessitates @
. . - Sp and S's denial necessitates S5.) (Strawson
' ., 1950; Kegenan 1971; Lakoff 1972; Karttunen 1971b))
o \ da. Sl gresuggosesh Sy ="gr A speaker utters Sl
. . . Sp is true. O '
N that speaker be11eves Sg .
“someone presént believes S3.
it is at lgast;pretgnded_that
So is true.
. ete. N

fq;1c1tously only,if'

R \', - R (Heripger 1972},

. e
And @ elose companlon, L. . Sl oo

.

nvites the inference of" Sp =

ar leen certain .
. + background beliefs Lhat we HaVé,‘W§‘ﬁ5uid*h

ave some °© -
warrant for assumlng that if someone J utter

. S1s
. ) - he will act as if he is willing to be regardzi\

T

»‘(‘«...‘-_-l N
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having cémmittéﬁ himéElf'by'ﬁttering él to the.
truth of Sy. - (Geis and”Zwicky'1971)>

\
v A
B

, - . . \ 3

i The semantic/pragmatic di‘s,ti\nc‘bioﬁ' cuts across this representative |,
set of definitions in & rough but noticeable way. ZLet us say, albeit
clumsily, that a notiof of "presupposition” is semantic iff the impli~
cations in .question are a function of semantic status, semantic proper-
ties., propositional content or'logica: form, vwhile a notion of "presup~ ° ”'
position" is pragmatic iff,the implications in qudstion arise only in -
virtue of* contextual considerations’, the roles of the relevant sentences
in s%gndard speech acts, Gricean conversatignal matters; simple matters
of background knowledge on the part of particular speakers, ete. By
thié crude critgrion, definitions . (15a-c) delineate semantic notions,-
while. (15d), '(16) and others of their ilk yield pragmetic-notious; )
entailment, significance, truth-value, and necessitation are ‘semantic . .
attributes which senﬁences have or can be treated as having in isolatipn,
while felicitiousness and background bél;efs are the sorts-of things. that
pertain tOIpartiéﬁlar speakers in particular circumstancps..

We have argued elsewheré (Bo&r and Lycan.197k) agaihst the linguistic

relevance of "inyited ;nfefence" & 1a (16). And, ‘as we shall try to
haKe clear, the, Austinian notion specified by (15d) ii.somewhat beyond
the scope of this paper. Thus, we shall concentrate on "semantic" pre-
supposition, and debunk .it in the ways sketched above, providing for a
number of typical cases alternative accounts of thé Yelevant phehomena. '

. o .

. 1Y .
2. Our Program o ' : .
The first thing to notice is the dubiousngss,of (15¢) and (15b), as
compared to (15¢). Letjyhcﬁegin with (15b). Ite main, defect is that-it.
is 1mpossibly vague. " (Is literal meant as opposed. to metaphorical??).
In addition,, (15b) ‘does not seem to square at all well with examples
of the sort listed as (1)-(14). To begim, each first member of those
r}mirs "makes.literal senge," period (in wha}jever sense we-can intuitively

.~'attach to that term), whéther or not its associated second member is
“trdye. Second, in the ’sénse of (15b), . N\

.

.- g17) Totmmy* fell off his tricycle.

presupposesp ’
ST, 2.

" (18) There is at least-one language.
s ‘

.since (1T7) could not very well be true unless there were some language
for it to be true-in; and this is not an "implication" of any relevant
sort. (15b) presumably is a misstatement of {(15¢), on the assumption
that "making literal sense" is in some way intimately connected}gith

having & truth-value. Let us move on to (15a). N

“

2.1." Two Fallacies . . . : .
(15a) has an extraordinary featﬁre.§ ‘If S entails Sp ‘and S5;'s
.denial entails Sp, then their disjunction entails Sé._‘But their-dis-,
. Junction is a tautology, viz. 'an instince of the Law of Noncontradiction.

et e e . 1Y
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Since a tautology cannot entail a nontautologous sentence’, 82 must
be 'a tautology as well. Thus; no sentence presupposes; anythlng but,
tautologies. Moreover, since every tautology is entailed by’ every
sentence (including any "S53 in.it's denial), every sentence presupposesj /
all tautologies. Again, these results do not" square with' the data

* sentences in (1)-(1L). ' . -

It is easy enough ‘to see what has gone wrong Entailment is essen-
_tially a concept of standard bivalent logic, though it can eas1ly be
defined in more exotic formal systems. Presumably what exponents of
(lSa) have been getting at is agaih the idea that, when Sy presupposes‘.
S2 and Sy fails, S3, is neither true nor false; but (15a) fails to-

" capture this idea, .sin¢e entailment supports contrép051t10n (if Sl >t

presupposes) So and S, is false, then S> if false and 51 's denial is

- false, which--assumihg the validity.of*double negatlon——ls a contraa
‘ d1ctlon thus, presupp051t;onsl cannot fail.) . -a !

"A notion of Upresupposition" that turns on the idea of truth- -
valuelessness requires a nonclassical’ semantics; so what -the "presup-
position" enthusiast really nebds is a  model- theoreplc notion of strict
implication that does not support contrap031t10n and this is the notlon
of hecessitation (cf., e.g. van Fraassen 1968)).

A sentence S1 necessitates a sentence 82, roughly, just in case
there is nQ model relatlve to which 81 is true and Sp is untrué. In a
bivalent system, obv1ously, the notion of necess1tat on coincide$s with
that of entailment, since in such a systen “to be untr'ue 1s to be false;
if S] necessitates So and in some model Sy is false, then in that model
S)1 is wuntrue and hence false as well* 1in a nonblvalent system, however,
this last inference fails. A model can falsify Sp without fals1fy1ng 81,
since in that moZel S1 may oe\ﬁeu er (nere, truth—valueless) rather. than -

/l

s

“~

false. What the proponen( of semant¥ esupp051t10n presimably has in-
mind, #$hen, is that fqr S1 to "presuppose™Sg is for both .51 and its
denlal to{necess1tate Sg, it_being understood that. the underlylng logic s
does not respect bivalence{ thus, the falsity of Sé\? res the trath, —
valuelessness of 53. And this is just ®the.Strawsonign notism £-Qpre . .
,supposition" captured by" (lSc) above. * Since both.(15a).and (15b) seéﬁ“‘“-~7h\r\‘~\h‘;
" when' pressed to melt away into’ (15¢), and since (15¢)- has. in fact itself T .
_ beeh- ‘widely promulgated in some of the loci Cl&SSlCL‘qf presupposition,
-.we shall take (15¢) as codifying the core concept of “semantic -pre-
* supposition", and reserve the\;atter term as, des1gnat1ng this notlon,
_viz. tHat of presuppos1tlon3. .
* .For the record, not1ce two formal points Flrst (lSc) still entails
that every tautology is’ semantlcally Dresupposed by' every sentence
(since- every .tautology is necessitated by every sentende), though hapPily
it -lacks the more embarrak¥Sihg feature of 557 We propose to pass,
over~this fact as being a "don't- care”; 1t {s no more interesting that
tautologles are semantlcally presupposed by every sentence than it is
-that they are entailed by every sentencé. Second, semantic presupposi-
tion (presuppos1t10n3) is transitive-~the proof is trivial. T Informally:
Suppose Sj° presupposes Sy and Sp- presupposes S53. DNow if 83 is false
and hence ot true, then Sp ‘is truth—valueless and hence not true; and
Cir So *is not true, then 5) is truth-valueless. Thus, Sl\presupposes S3.
. With the distinction between entailment and necess1tat10n in mind,
we may now displey the flaw in-a w1dely accepted argument - of Linsky's

4
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_ (1967} against Strawson's celebrated crificism of Russell's Theory of
Descriptions. As’is well known,- Russell (1905) contended that '
’ L4 ’ < .
; ' . . 0
(19). The King of France is wise. © .
entails o i :
(20) There is'cone and only one King qf France. -

- .

“A - . : ..
Strawson (qorrectly) draws from this claim the conseuyence that if (20)

- is false then (19) is false, and argues-against this consequence, .

concluding that the falsity of (20) results in the truth-veluelessness

of (19), i.e, that (19) semantically presupposes (and therefore does not- »

entail) (20)=- . . . - . ‘
Linsky qgintains that this alleged contrast is spurious--far from

refuting Russell's claim that’ (19) gntails (20), he says, Strawson has’ ~—

succeeded 'in proving that (19) does entail (20)!3 . o

. Let us assume that [(19)1 presupposes L[(20)}]. What'
this means is that from the premise that [(19)] has a truth-
- value, it follows that [(20)] is true. But if £(19)] is true,
it follows-that [(19)] has a truth value. Therefore, if £(19)2
is true, it follows that -L(20)7 is true® But £(19)1 is °
true, if, and only if, the King of France is wise, and £(20)3,
is true if, and only if, one, and only one, person is King of

' - France. Therefore the statement that the King of France
) is wise entails the .statement that one, and only one, person '
is Wing of France. (p. 94). - o : .

" This argument is multiply defective. First, £t should be noted that’
Linsky cannot happily ‘be interpreted as meaning “'follows deductively"
by follows (though earlietr passages syggest that this is what he does
intend); for the metalinguistic claim that,(20) is true does not,
strictly epeaking, follow deductively:from the metalinguistic ‘elaim

* that-(19) is prue--if only for the trivial reason that (20) -(or (19)). -

s might have meant something entirely different from what it in fact ~ -,
does.mean. When we say that the truth of (20) "follows. from" the truth
of M9), we mean rdther that the metalinguistic .conclusion’that (20)
is ‘true is deducible.from the metalinguistic ¢laim that (19) is true
conjoined with some contingént premises borrowed from our theory of our °
own language (specifically, the premise that (19) and (20) have the’
mesnings that they do).”. Let us say ‘that the cldig that (20) is true

“ follows theoretically from the claim that (19) is”true, understanding
The relevant theory (call it L) to be whatever theory gives the correct
account..of the tqo'sentences' meaning- and entailment-relations.

With this usage in mind, we may congsde.that ﬁinsky has succeeded ,
in showing that the truth of-(20) follows theodretically ,from that of
(19). And, since the two instances of Convention T cited by Linsky arg *

themselves deducible from the theory L, we may further admit that

> N .
" (21) If'the King of'France is wise, then thgfe is one

- . and only one King of France. R

W
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is.a theorem of L, and thus that (20) itself follows theoretically’
from (19) itself. But these results do not suffice to show that (19)
"entails (20). 'For tHe theory L. in virtue of. which (20) follows *
theoretically from (19) is a brutely contingent theory; and to say.

that (20) foldows from the conjunction of (19) with an additional .
?ongingent premise is (obviously) not to say that,ﬂl9) itself entails

20). . . .

. Poésibly Linsky ‘might back’upy and argue that for (19) to .entail _

. (20) just is for L, the correct theory of our language, to yield the --.
conclusiom that if {19) js true; then (20) is true. If this.is right, - .
.then, since Linsky, has showd that L does yield this conclusion, (19) does

.

-

entail (20) after'all. But to.take this line would be to overlQok the *

indispensable fact that Strawson is working within a.three-félﬁed\logicJ
The. fact that the truth of (19) requires the-truth of (20) in virtue of'
L does not guarantee that the falsity of (20) so rghuires the falsity of
(19) ; ‘What Linsky has succeeded in showing is only that: (19) necessitates
- (20)." One gould obtain the stronger claim that (19) entails (20) only
by adding the further premise that {(19) is either true or false; but
that . premise is- just.what is at issue. Thus, Linsky- has failed to

[N

demonstrate the incoherence of the distincﬁion between entailment and - .

= semantjic presupposition. . N i .
Y It is easy emough to state the facts of the situation in a:way that

is both perfectly ceherent and free from any of the foregoing confusidns. -.

Russell and Strawson agreed that (19) necessitates. (€0), i.e. that the

truth of (20) follows theoretically frém e truth of (19). However,
Russell believed that.the falsity of (193\€olloWS theoretically from
the falsity of .(20), whiile Strawson contends that what the falsity of
(20) theoretically requiires is rather the truth-valuelessness of (19)._
Invoking an obvious notptibn: ¢ . < Tt
. HUSSELL . , . STRAWSON
.o : A .
- m(19)™=> T(20) —-agree—-— T(19) = T(20) ,
N ‘ Lo
F(20) =~T(19)" . —-agree-- F420) "~ 1(19)
$.o07 Lo ~ L. ¢ :
F(20) = F(}9)” --disagree--  F(20) =~ T(19) &~ F(19)’
. . E ) o ‘ ‘-° £ s . e »
4 . . g

N .
Now we may deflye necepsitation, entailment

and presupposition in corre-
lative.terms: . -

.
. 5 .

<

S1 necessitates Szt iff T(S1) = T(Sp).

: T . :
, sl> enta-.ils, Sp iff S) neéessitates Sp and F(Sp) : F(sy). .
’ ) Sy semantgéall'y pres'l_lgposeé' Sp iff 67 necessitatés Sp and
' F(8,) j ~T(S1) & ~ F(s1). . ‘

v e
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Thus, entailment and.presupposition are mﬂtually‘%xclnsiée species éf Z@
‘necessitation. _And this terminology, in addition'to its coherence and *
* . its safety from Linsky's objection, makes good sense. of. the dispute
. . between Russell and Strawson, since it is ‘perfectly coherent on this
:7?' usage to say that S; presypposes but does. not entail S»; and ds Strews
suggests, entailment.and prgsupgpsitioh are mutually incompetible.. ' « -
N -, - B ~ v * !

2,.2. Analiticdl Tovls . . ‘ . . ‘
These formal preliminaries have succeeded in making our nption of-
. _ semantic-presupposition clear, 'and in demonstrating its cdoherence. But * ¥
-+ it remaifis to be seen whether that notion is in addition both nonempty
and useful in linguistic semantics or any other branchgof linguistic
* “theory. And inde€d the central thesis of this essay is that the notion ~
. . is in fact empty, and hence uninteresting. In Secgions 3 and.'5 we ‘shall
. Y . embark on’ a series of Central case studies.. In es¥ study we shall, first
oo show ‘directly that the case in guestion does not fit the-definition of
s?maptic presupposition or anything'usefuliy 1ike‘it, and then g6 on to
‘ .oﬂggz\a reasonably-plau5151§|account of .what is instead going 6n, though ot
. we have not the space here to go into each case in as much detail ds _
. we would like. .ot Co . . s
‘ Is section ¥ we-shall offer-some-explanations—of-why it has seemed ' 3
1 ‘so plausible to construe these cases as instances _of semantié*presuph].
. positiony our explepations, we believe, afford consid 16 ifisight into .
. the relatiom betwgen.seméntics and pragmatigse.. =’ .
- «~w;~‘{ufm e+, ... For the most part we shall“concede that such{pairs as (1)-(1L) above
exemplify .some very ‘loose and informel genéric rgflation of "suggestidén"
. or "implication™,"but we intend/our case studies Wo :hbw (as, our second
most, important -thesis) that the cases surveyed ar€ cases of a number of = -
entirely different kinds of "suggestion! or "implieation", and thab; :
. although e&ch of these kinds of "suggestion" is'linguistically interesting
and important in its own right, they have nothing'interesting or.important: -
in common. If we are right, then, (i) there are no semantic presuppositions
* though there age other,*looser serts of implicative relations; and<(§i) .
. there is no general clads.of phenomena worthy of being subsumed under -
I o \ ahy common theoretical term such as presuppbsition at all, though there
L T are far‘narrewer relations of "suggestion" or whatever that are indiyi-.
~ . "+ dually well worth investigation and explicatdon. . We shall, howevery .
rétain the term suggest to designate whatever it is (however Yoring) akout 3
) all or most of the pairs (1)-(1k) that has made theorists suppose there
Y- . to be an, interesting general notion which they all exemplify. - LA
: . ,In Section 3 each alleged case'bf‘"pngsupposiyion" will 'be explained;
away in terms of homelier ‘ahd more manageable linguistic relations,‘and
. we shall succeed in preserving bivaIenbe,throughqut. In aideof that
- program,*wé must .5p&hd a little time getting out a few of these humbler
’ relations.. ) ‘ -‘ >

~ . PR . -

.

.«

v

.~ . N
2.2,1. Entailment ot . -

ca ) We shall argue in & few of our cases that the alleged "presupposi-
- . . ,tions” are simply c¢lassigcal {semantic) entailments which, for one reason
or another, have eluded Yrecognition as such. In the prim&ry sense, -
classicalienﬁgilhent is a modelftueoretip relation which holds bgtween a

- ’ v ! i & +
. - o
.
. N . .
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..may have either of two goals tn, mind. On the ope hand,’ they may be

* ' . ,- °:
8¢¥ of logical forms (formulag of our bivalent canonical idiom) on
.the one hand and a particular<logical form on ‘the other, ‘We may dgfipe
. * this relation more precisely than we have dene gbove, as follows: -

t

v

. ; (. . . .
" If €L is’our bivalent canonical language, Vor, is the set of Y
admissible valuations of CL, aEd FoL is the set of:formulas
of CL, then: for any rc Foprand A e Fers . = .
" T éntails A iff, for every v ¢ Vor» v simultaneously

ﬁ,‘satls?les I' only if v satisfies A, . . ‘
* S & - - . ‘
Entailmenf between actu&i sentences. of 'a hatural language is defined in.
terms of the logical forms of those sentences. | N

3

If S) and S are sentenges of & natural languége L, {A,B} ¢ For,s
A is the 1ogical-fbrm'qf 81, and B is the }ogical form of Sg, then:
‘ 51 entails Sy iff {A} entails B, i . .

t

-

[

People sometimes distinguish_betweenxwhat am-qftefér:of the sentence
81 "asserted" and what he "jmplied". 1In meking. thi§ distinction,:they

g .

contrasting what S; or its utterer implies with what S) ‘entails., To

account for this case, we define below three common species of -"implica- >
tion" which may usefully be comtrasted with diregt entailment: On the

other hand, proponents of.thé assertion/implication contrast may be drawing .
a'digtihctiqn‘with;nque class' of entailments ¢f'S;. . This latter distino-
tion is somewhat hardér to explain. It appears to be .a pragmatic matter

ofy relative émphasfs._ That is, the utterer of:S] is held to have implied
rather than asserted So on the ground‘thqﬁ Sg,_altgoughlentailed by 5y,

does pot express what seems to have been uppermost in the spfakergs .

.+ T1hind when he‘uptered S5y. Consider the following: « -

-~ 2 =

g .
g L . . .
(2) a. Pé%wigg through the keyhole, I‘saw my wife in

. bed with My best;friend!
b. " I saw mwxw1%e in E%E with my

- o

‘ it] best friend, -
w e " .. ¢. I peered-through the kejhole. IR

,There is somé'incliﬁétibd to say %ﬁat~the‘uttgrér of (22a) "4sserts"
(22b) but only "implies" (22¢). His remark about; the keyhole is only

in¢idental; his primary coneern -(witness the intonation gontour) is’

with wha¥ he ‘saw. This marginal sort;9f "implieation" has. no semafitic

~ content over and above that supplied by clagsical entailment: it merely

. stiperadds to entailmenttgggggiety of purely pragma@ic'éogﬁidefatiéns
abolt, the speaker's probable system of values; i.e, about the, relative,
;mpogtance *to'the speaker of one entailment versus another, Eﬁéh S0,
this'pragmatic ingredient has been known to~occasion some bothersome

" confusions about presupposition, which we shall briefly discuss in_

..gjaucceéding sectiofis. Since "{mplication" of this variety plays’only a

- superficial Tole in our overail account of alleged presuppositions, .we
shall not embark on the thankiess task pf trying to chafacterize:it .
precisely."’ U % ¢ S :

b -
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’ 2.2.2, Theoretical Implication, "“ \ , A .

. o Ret@rning for a moment t% entailmgnt, we note the following trivial.

- corollary of our definitiomsi given apy two sentences 81 and S2 which
are capible of entering into entailment relations, we can always find a
third sentence S§3 such that ["S) & S3 }entails Sp. , For, the most part,

. S3 will be uninteresting. But sometimes S3 is a sentence which spesakérs

. =% of the language tacitly or éxplicitly regard as true, for S3 may formulate
some ingredignt in e theory wh¥ch they hold. When this happens, people -

* wiIl tend to infer\S?Adirbctly from Sy and to treat S; as if it entailed ’
Sp, wheregs in fact no suchventeilment exists (ef. our disqussion of
Linsky .and the theory. L, above).’ Tire obvious explanatiorn of this tendency
is that the background pheory which supports.their infgrgnce'is SO0 well- "**
eptrenched in their consciousness that they make us -of it without . _

* explicitly recognizing that they are drawing on e ral@éical premises;
probably the best example of this is the theory L fitself, which codifies
our ‘knowledge of our-own language. To describe  thi§ widespread phenomenon,

* we _introduce the not?on-bf theoretical imglication, defined as follows.

kl

.

¢ If 81 and Sy are. sentences ‘of ainatural language L
) & nonempty" set of speakers of L, then: :

.+ 4 . . Syp'thedretically implies S2 for P at time t iff there o
o - _is,a sentence S3fof L 'such that S3 expresses all or _;' .

i
: 3 ’ .
Lo part of some theory held by the members of Pat t,
\ iand!*f'sl & 83 ntails So.. . \

' B

}

-

«

In practice, we shall often omit the quaiification "for P at t" when
the walues of "P" and ['t" are contextually obvious. Theoretical implica-
tion may be illustrated by the following example. : .

\ L ! e
. (23) a. John jumpe&\sff the roof. , . . .
: . b. John fell. Y\ ~ c .
s ) * - ¢ : R ‘

!;. t . N .
Many- contemporary speakers of English would,immediately infer (23b) from
(23a), and yould say that (23a) "implied" or even "entailed" (23b). But
~* this impliéative relation cannot be entailment, since, so.far‘aé logic
o> is concerned, it is entirely pbssible that “John remained suspended in
space after his jump. The reason that peopl .tend to leap from (Zﬁéf -
. to (23b) is just- that they concurrently hold ® ckground_h§§ories about

Y

“the behavior of unsupported objects near the earth's surface--theories
which, when sententdially formulated and conjoined with (23a), Field.a :
conjunction which does entaii (23b). (23a) does not itself entail (23b);

_ Pather (23a) theeretically implies (23b) ‘for a, large class of speakers
‘of Engljsh at the present time (and many past ?}meé as well).

. 2.2.3. “Aeteimplicatiqqp' - . L. - T B R
«®A third :3ort of "implication' -concerns the.relation between a s .

,. - sentence and the statement of, one or more -of the conditiops under which
“*  %that sentence gan be féljcitously. uttered. Felicity conditions are
pragmatic cdnsfraings on the successful and notidefective performence -,
of speech acts (promising, or@lering, questioning, etc.). - Whether or
not-a ‘given sentence can bé felicitously uttered in 'a given conbtext

" depends, of course, on what speech act the speaker is trying to perfori
‘with that sentence.on that octasion. Accordirigly, we define the -

- . ~Z- i’ Q ! o
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following notion of act-implication:\ R
r 4l -

- If 8, and Sy are sentences of\a natural language L and € is
.any speech act, iﬂhen . T
8; act-implies Sp relatlve ‘to,@ iff S; can, under normal
c1r_ﬁﬁ§f§ﬁE€§:'bedused to perform @, and S, formulates a
pragmatlc constraint on successful and nondefectlve :
performances of & (i. e‘wSl\could not be felicitously
uttered in the\iftempted performance of & unless So

-

were true)

In the case pf sentences vhich--like explicit performatlves—-are
normally restricted to the performance of a single sort of speech act,
and in,contexts where <it is obvious what speech act is at issue, we

may omit the qualification !relative to 8" and spesk merely of Sy
act~1mply1ng Ss. Cons1der, for example, the following sentences

" 4
/

(Zh) "a. I (hereby) promise to leave. - //
- b. The utterer of (2ha) intends to “leave. k : //

- &

(2k4a) act-lmplles (24b), since (2ha) is a conventlonal device for,/
promising and (24 ) formulates & nondefectiveness céndition on-pro fﬁ

(viz. sincerity). Our tendency to infer (24b) ‘from (2ba) owes chie
“to our 1nduct1ve assumptlan that speakers are generally ‘aware of the
pragmatic constralnts on Speech acts and normally try to meet them.,
When we hear (24a) in speech, we simply take it for granted t lat the
conventionally associated speech act has been successfully’
defecti%ely performed unless somethlng in the context clear
" otherwise. :

« - Tt has sometImes casbally been assumed that the‘notio £ of;"act-
iﬁ@llcatlon and ' semantlc presuppos1tlon simply coincide .
shOW1u1case study 3.6 of Section 3 and in Section k, that they do Rdt.

- —

2.2.h, Conversational ImpllCature . ¢ .
" A fourth, and somewhat more éomplicated, species of "implication
'is what H. P. Grice (1961 and 197h4) has called conversaticnal )
impllchrure. Gr1ce afférs some general’pragmatlc rules or "conversa- ‘
tional maxims" which greatly facilitate communlcatlon and which we
al}l tend to obey Some. of these‘paxlms are:
(25) a. Make your contribution [to a conversationl as
N informative as is required (for the current
. * purposes of the exchange). CThe Maxim of
- Strength] 7,—4 -, )
b. Do not mak®é your contribution more lnformatlve
than is required.
¢, Do not say what you believe to be false.
d. Do not say that for which you lack adequate -
evidence., [The:Maxim of Evidencel
e. Be relevant. EThe Maxim of Rélevance]
f.* Avoid a.mblgulty. .

Be brief (avoid uﬁnece?sary pro]*ity

.. ’ ;" 15 X
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' These.rules are regafded by Grice as corollaries of a,mbre*general f -
instruction which he called the "Cooperative Primciple', viz. L

(26) Make your cqnversational.%ontriﬁ ion such &s is  -°
o required, at that sthge at which it oocurs), by - - .
) the accepted purpose or directign Of «the talk- '
. . '\ ’ exchange in, which you are engagdd.. i
N . . I . T oo L.
(26) and its subordinate maxims are taken, plausibly, to be Gonventions
which serve as valuable auxiliaries to the prior conventions which ..
govern syntax and.meaning. Their mein function is to expedite the ,.
. giving ~and/or rece€iving of information, in more or .less,obvious wa¥s.
USing-the maximg, we can construct detailed explanations of a
person's inferring the truth of & sentence Sz from someone's assertjve <
utterance. of a sentente, S; even though S; does not entail’ Sp. Grice '
in fact outlines fhe general form for such explanations: .

—

A

~

' . He has said that p; there is ne ;eaé@n to suppose that he 3
' _ .. is not observing the maxims, or at least.,.[thesCooperative . R
" Principlely he could npt be doing this unless he thought Le
that q; he knows d knows that I know that he-kmdws), , - s
e ' . that I can see that\tHe supposition that he thinks thkat g L

'is required; he has ¥one nothing to stop me thinking -
that q; therefore he intends me to think, or is at least
willing to allow me to think, that q; and.so he has D -

ry

v _}mpliéated that q. . . . . e s

An explanation of this form, although it assumes that the explainer | \
. dknows the normnl (literal) sentence<meaning Sf tHe séntence which réplace§
*  Mp" does.not aséribe the explainer's inference of the sentence wreplacing
"g" to any-connection between the latter sentence ‘and the meaning or
semahtic properties of the former. The 'explainer merely .engages ia—
some straightforward, informel’ commonsensical reasoning based on his ° ,
A “ kriowledge of (26) and its corollaries (25a<g). Derivatively, we may L
definé the follewing /relation between séntencesy. which we call

conversational impliéation: . .

a . .

. .

I»t S; and Sy be sentences of a natural lanéuage Iqlthen:' * .

° S gonversationally/implies Sp ¥ff any normal spesker of o

L who utters B] In e normal tome.in & normal dontéxt  ° —
conversationally implicates that Sp is true (i.e. iff 83
‘and Sp could replace "p"'and "q"'respectively in a s
cpriect application of the Gricean explanation-schema to

the context of S;'s utterance). -

]
a

. oL ' -
Using'fhe hotions explained in this Seg;ion; we_shall proceed to B

_our serieg of case.studies. There is, however, one mere 'important prior
~point tofbe made. - . y . ‘ : -
" 2.3¢ Fespon§ibility . T i L, , -
Semantic ‘presupposjition is primarily a relation between sentences -

(better, between their"logical forms); in' fact, the digtinction between-
C “Msemantic" presupposition and "pragmatic" presupposition is_sometimes

* Wy - N ,
e . U W oW \
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(er. s;alnake; 1972, 1973) taken to rest g the claim that the latter

relation relntes speakers, rather than sentences or their logical

forms, ta sentences. - On the other ‘hand, it is generally held that f .
4.7 8 speaker (pregmatically) presupposes at least the semantic presup-- ¢

_pos1tlons of the sentence he qr she utters; so the questlon of what

. 1t is for a speake to presuppose somethlng can be raised 1n either

case.
! It is saids for example, thayt. & person’ who utters (12a) -above
,presupposes that belnglpoor tends. to preclude being honest, this belief
being indicatéd by “the presence in {(12a) of the.word but. What is this
relatioh of "speaKer"s presuppos1tlon"9 The natural suggestlon that,
comes to mind.is that" a spegker presupposes a sentence S just in case
his or her utterance’on that occasipn is somehow defective, inappro-
priate or flawed unless he or she believes S. But this will not do.
For a speaker may token (12a) in a perfectly appropriate ahd nondefec-
tive manner withott ‘himself or herself accepting (12b)--e.g. if’he or *
she knows that the hearer.accepts (12b). . Perhaps we should say instead
that . & speaker presupposes S Just in case the utterance on that occasion

:p,s 1nappropr1ate, ete.’, finless the hearer accepts S; but this, suggestlon'

+ faces Qbvious countérexgmples as well. ©Nor is it required that S in
fagt be true. It will not do even to require that at ledst one party
to the ‘conversation accept S, nor that the speaker is at least pretending
* to accept S,!for speaker and hearer may have some reason fér talklng
"as iqiqs were true even though neither actually belleves this.”
About all we can say +at this p01nt is that € speaker presupposes
- (or "presumes") S iff the utterance on that o8gasionis’ inappropriate, -
. etc., unless the speaker is speaklng as if S is true, or unless the
. speaker is representlng himself/herself as" believing S, or*the like,
But we cannot stop .here, for these scare-quoted phrases are no clearer
- ‘than presupposes and presumes themselves. They are invokéd as technical
. terms; so to say that the felicitous utterer of (12a) "ré&presents -
himself/herself as""bellev1ng,(l2b) is just to relabel the problem, not .
to explain anything. The problem remains: Paradox1cally, it seems that
the entirely unflawed utterance of - (12a) requires, presumes, etc., the
belief that (12b) is true, but this "bellef" is not necessarily the
- belief of anyone! ‘ Ve
. . This is a, quandary that we shall not herg attempt to resolve.
When it becomes necessary to _rémind ourselves that we cannot talk
s1mply of requlrlng that the speaker believwe an alleged presuppos1tum,
N we shall ring in the slogan 'or whoever" to recall the puzzllng non-
specificness of the actual requirement in question, v

- . , \, ” -
. 3. . Case Studies‘ _ o BN '\\ ..

~

1

3.1.

Nonrestrlctlve\gelatlve Clauses . - »

. Let us-begin with.an alleged "presupp031tlon that turns out
rathér obviously td be Just an entallment It has been claimed (by .
Keenap l9Tl gnd otherS) that nonrestrictive relative clauses give rise
\to semsntic présuppositions; it would,.be said, e.g. »that, (272)
@emantlcally presupposes (27b) . & o

. B
v . . . 7
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“~(27) a. Dick, who,is.an'expdrt on Austin, ioves the
' Bonzo Dog Band. <L
- b. Dick is an expert on Austin. e

o v 3
-

It is hard for us to think of (2Ta) as,truth—valuefbss when (2Tb) \\\
is false. For, in light of the congiderable evidence- that. sentences Ty
like (27a) are derived frem underlying conjunctions (Thompson 1971), ’ .
it seems clear that the truth-conditions of such sentences gre those o °
conjunctions. Thus (2Ta) has the same truth-conditions as

Yo N - S v R %
. '(28) Dick is an expert on Austin and Dick loves the Bonzo
Dog Bend. -

AT
-

ag,does - & ( o o
(29) Dick, who Yoves the Bonzo Dog Band, is an expertj‘P
Austin. . .

°
-

e
-

. Necessarily, therefore, (27a) is false if (2Tb) is false; (27a) entails "
(27b

* +  There is’an interesting cons1deratipn which may have blinded
theorists to this fact and which, as we shall see, causes signifitant

ion among presuppos1tion enthusiasts. 'The,important point to

(cf. Section 2.2.21 above) is that ‘a sentence Si's merely’

ng _abefntance Sy ik no way guarantees that Sy, asserts. ®, or that

one who uttered .would thereby assert So, or that.Sp, gives any Rart
of the content of" “What Sj.says" in an intuitive sense.,.. (27a) clearly
does not "assert" (27b). Relativization evidently is, Perhaps among *
other things, a way de-emphasizing certain parts of the total semantic

nt of a sentence, '7;15£§T_=33§%Ee that we want to deny that those

" are, asserted by e sent@nce or, by the speaker who atters ity ,
those parts are, if you iike, merely taken for granted (it is tempting °
to say "presupposed" here, in-a quite nontechnical. sense) ut all this
is perfectly consistent with their being simply entailéd by the original
semtences. What 1s not as$erted may still be entailed in virtue of
logical form. For exXample, Peano's axiom$ do not agsert the theorems
of elementary arithmetic, but they tertainly entail them. .And

BN \ .

(30) Snow is white. . ‘ \

t
o

does not gssert ' -~ - o N
. , - - v f

(31) Either-snow is white or pigs have wings.

32), 1f LinCOln is dead, then Lincoln is dead. -

)

L4

but it entails both ) ‘

« There is a tendency.to confuse the linguistic act of denying what
someone else has asserted with the quite different agt of uttering the
denial of the “gsentence which ‘that person used in meking his assertion,
".Thus, upon hearing someome utter (27a), one who wished to deny what
*“the utterer had asserted might say,

- -

?




(33) D;’.ck doesn't 1dﬁi'e the Bonzo Dog Band: T -
" or, even, much leSs éfflclently, - \ ‘ 2

[ ' o . PR A - .
(3&) chk who is &n expert on Austln, does not love the
gﬁ Bonzo Dog Band. . - >,

. . -

This fact mlgh; 3ead someong (see agaln Keenan 1971) to suggest hdat s
(34) is the denl of (27&)'and to add’ that (34) plainly necessi- .
tates (27b7 Just as (27a) does, we have\ a’ clear cas€ semantic presup- J

-

position!’ But this would.be fallaclous. .(3h) is net the denial of (27a).
The denial of (27a)v~1f it can be formed ih- surface-structure at all-
is formed by negatlng the entire sentence, not by negating Just that
i PETE 3 which one would intuitively judge to have been "asserted" by an. \
...©  utterer of (27a). Andxﬁhat:¥§EEr§§l negation is true if (27Tb) is false. .
T - There is, however, “a troubles me datmm%ﬂﬁch needs explaining.

When ve attempt to deny (QTa) by formr\g the’sEntence f' .

-~

. ’ Co (35) It's false‘% at Dick, who is an experb on Austln, A
1oves the Bonzo Dog Band. .
or 7 4 :|\ ’
‘- » L (36) "It is not the c\se that chk who is/an expert on ~ -
: : _ . Austin loves thé\Bonzo Dog Band. .\ N
we encounfer an apparent dialect dlfference. Speakers of Dialeect Ay ,
as we may call it, hear no difference, between (3&) and (35) or (36). o
In Dialect A,. (3h) (35), and (36) are all treated as being strarght- '
‘N forwardly equivalent to (37) R SR S o
N ‘ ’ . '-" t’ . s
o (37) ;Dick is an expert on Austin and Dick: doesn't love .
LA the Bonzo Dog Band. v.. , . L:
-—and héﬂce,as necess1tat1ng (27b) Speakers of’ Dlalect B, on the other i\
hand, treat (36) as syntactlcally ambiguous: they allow that (36) cannot -
only be:read along the. lines of (37) but can ‘also be’ read as equivalent * N

to the noncommittal (38): . 1

~{38) It is not the case that Dick both is an expert on o
’ Austin and. loves the Bonzo Doé Band . ‘

— — = _Speakers of of alect B "however,-freely grant that {37)'is far and away

. the more nathral reading of (36): they “almost always read (34) as (37),

and they are strongly inclined in most instances tq read (35) and (36)
similarly, i.e. to accord thege sentences readings on which they .
necessitate (27b). o :

The difference between our two dlalects, as well as their points

of agreement, can be explained without recourse to semantic presup- "
positions. The crucial difference seems to lie in their gespective

treatments of relativization. Speclflcally, Dialect A places a B
Y restriction on the formation of nonrestrlctlve relative clauses which . ,
- is ebsent in Dialect B. : ~ ‘

' There is' considergble ev1dence that,_in English generally, rela-
“tivization is blocked within the scope -of certain sentence-forming
EKC operators, i.e. that a senter{ce o;‘ the superfic1a1 form- 19
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‘, (39) o(x,. who is F, is G) ' S .

‘cannot, for certain cholces of O, be derived from the underlylng structure

: but only from .n unde lying structure like ’

Y

R (ho) o(x is G & x is Fﬂ\\\ ~$§ ‘ o .

é

- (k1) ofx is 6) & (x s S SRR L

4
[

- in which the conjunct to. be*relativ1zed .ig ‘not already within the scope

.is to signal that the relative clause, though s

-

)

of the operator O. The role of the commas in tge surface-form (39)
icially occurring “
within O's complement, is not within‘the scope 6f~0 at the level of -~
underlylng semantic’ structure. For example, let O be an.eplstemic
operator, as in . . Y .

\
[y

(k2) John is conv1nced that Mary, who died lastgyear, id
alive and well in Argentina.

L4

Tt is implausible to think that (42) ‘derives from

- ¥ ..

. ) Argentina'&.Mary died last year) . ) '

but hlghly plausible to think of (h2) as stemming from

(hh) (John is convinced that Mary is alive and well'in :
- Argentine) & (Mary died last year). o . .

It might be thought that our hedring (hz) as derived .from (4k) |
rather than from (43) is just hebitual disambiguation on the basis of"
our charitable. reluctance to ascribe explicitly contradictory beliefs
to John. But dven if wé providé (42) with an environment that not .
only tolerates but enpcourages & contradictory readihg‘of the comple-~
ment of John is convinced that, such as ) . .

w

° (hS) - That . stupid John .has lots of contradictory beliefs;
for example, he is convinced that Mary, who'died
last year, is alive and.well in Argentina. o s

\
N} b -
%

we STILL cannot hear the relatlve clause as expressing part of what
John believes--it remains in our moutHs, an extraneous gide comment. PO

rd

W

Similarly, let O be an lethic modal operator, ag in , ™ N
(b6) It might “huve been tﬁe case that‘John who 18’
honest, was 8 politiclan. . ‘
\, . < . :
We“hear norreading of (L6) on which it entaile’(h?): oo .
(L7) . It might have been the case that John was both
, * . honest and & politician. } - o 5
LT ¥ { s ,
% - .
20 v ’ ' -
{ , v [ - e -
‘. : ' . )

. ‘ .
. (43) John is convinced that.(Mary is.alive and well in * .

LY



n (46) as well the modal operator*fails t0 penetrate the commas.

. Dialect Asincludes negation among the sentence-forming’ operatons
which block relativization in this way. Dialelt B does not. Conse- '
quently, Dialect A treats (36) as unambiguously derlvedxfrom (37); 8n°
internal negation. In Dialect Aj (27a) has no. external negation in
surface-structure, although of course the semantic¢ conteént of (27a)=~ I
which is recorded in the underlying conjunction (28)=-can " easily be, .f
externﬁlly negated in surface structure. The results are not encouraging
. for-the advocate of sema tic presuppos1tion Although (274) neédessitates:

(27b) in virtue of entazging ‘it, it is simply false thatsthe denial.of
(27a) necessitates ii: The fact that (36) necessitates (27b) i
Dialect A is quite i levant, since, as we “have seen, (36) 1is not R
(logically) the external negdtion of (27a”) in that dialect.  The
presupposition claim cannot even be formulated in térms of surface
S$tructure. 'And it is untenable when fqrmulate in.terms of 1og1cal g
structure, for the external negation of (28), which. shares (27)!s logical
v form, plainly does not necessitate (27b). The peculiarities of Dialect
A concern only a bit of syntax. v )
Dialect B, in contrast, allows that (36) may be derived from either
“. (37) or, (38)." ‘Why, then, do speakers of B tend to assume that any.
N actual’ utteranqeaof (36) }s»most likely derivéd, from (37)? The answer,
we believye, lies ih Gricean considerations of conversational implica-

- ture, not in the semantic realm at all, The crucial point is thi#®: .to
.utter the denial (i.e. the ext®rnal negation) of a cenjunction,‘or g4 ‘-
something logically equivalent to this denial, is to implicate that, )

although one has reaspn to believe that the copjuncts are not (or
*cannot be) true together, one's evidence is_insufficient to ipdicate
which conjunct in particular is false (¢f. Grice 1961:130-2)." The
eéxistence of this implicature,is a simple co?bllary of the assumption
.« of obedience to the Conversational Maxims. ~To begin with, one must-
have adequate'eVid ncé for one's denial of;the conjunction There are
’ only two forms this eVidence could teake: specific evidence for the
falsity ‘of one conjunct in particular, or nopspecific eVidche which
.tends to’rule out Joint satisfactio of both conjuqcts Without speCifying
where the fault lies. ' The latter rt of evidence may be fairly rare ¢
in practicé, but possession of the former sort is inconsistent with
obedience to the Maxims. For if the speaker <«knew or had reqﬁon to
“ suspect which conjunct is false, he would have dats qbich entail, but
. are not’ eritailed by, the denial which he uttered. His utterance .
would therefore violate Grice's Maxim of StrengtH/ %o. the" effect that
one ought not-to say Significantly less than one's evidence warrants.
" Thus, for better dr worse, the hearer. concludes that the speaker
possesse§ only nonspecific evidence vis-d-vis, the cbnjunction in
o question. . i - -
In'the face of this conversational impL;cature, it is easy to
“see why a speaker of Diglect B would prefer (37) to (38) as & reading
of an ‘actual utterance of (36) Read as (38), an uttenance of (36)
_would be appropriate only in relatively rare evidential Situations, but®
" read as (37), an utterance of (36) yould fit what seems to'.be the-.
‘statistical majority of speech-Situations, in whic¢h specific evidence
is available. More importantly, the reading corresponding to (37)
* is secured by fhe pragmatic effect of relativization in (36);. Vizf
[:R\!:de-emph§§~ . if.(36) is read as’ (38), it is difficult to explain why
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- the utterer would de-emphssize part of what\he is concerned to deny.
-. ° _In Dialect? B, special stdge-setting is required to make (38) a

* Mjve optidn" asnavreading of.,(36). - If the ar goes on to tell
.an appropriate story about his réasons, then™ ) and (38) will be felt
, to.be equally plausible readings of (36), as in .f S @
(L8). It is not the casé that Drék who is an expert on .
* S .-Austin, loves’the Bonzo Dog Band; fdr recent ‘ T
; ’ psychological "studies .haye shown that only high- - .

s ! Jbrows understand Athin, and only lowbrows like
the Bonzo°Dog Band., . - . °

So strong is the pragmatic presumption in favor of the re!hing (37) .
that.it is extraordinarlly difficu1§$ o elevate (38) beyond mere..
parity to the status of ' mpre 1ikely" readingsof (36). The only fairly
natural way of "compelling™ a speaker of alect B to hear (36) as (38)

. is to invoke tacitly metalinguistic i nal quotatign. Thus, only
an utterance of something 1ike,

~— (h9) It is slmply false that "chk, who is an expert on
) Austin, loves the Bonzo.Dog Band. "o
- ==where the¢ quoted material is utteredJin a derisive tone of voice--
will create‘a presumptlogﬁip favor of the reading (38). -

Nothing in our sgtco of Dialect B requires an appeal to semantic
presupposition. Te think that -presupposition is present at all is to
overlook the. fact hatf in Dialect, B, {36) necessitates (270) only on .
“one of its two syntactie readings; but- that reading, vig. (37), is not
the, reading on whith (36) is the denial of (37a). The mistake
natural one, however, owing'to the powerful pragmatic presumpt on in
" favor of (37).- . * % .

Notice that nothing in our tptal account of n0nrestrictive relative .
clauses requires any particular disampiguation of any face sentence,
.In any test for semantic presupppsition, we simply diftinguish external ™
g from interndl negation, regardlgss‘of which construction is in fact = &
- expressed by any of the negative sentences in. _question, . In each, case, -
it is seen that the external negation fails té necessitate the alleged
presuppositiqn, vwhile the internal negation entails it~-either way,
.semantic presupposition is ruled out.’s o —
The data of both Dlalects A and B suggeststheefollowing.hypothesis:

LA
.

r

Principle H: When & . senterice containing'an emphatic (i e. .
emphasizing or deremphasizing) construction in surfgc .
structure is externally negated, no change of empha: is results. - s
That'is, whatever. semantic -dngredient has been,syntactically emphasized/
. ‘de-emphasized in the original sentence will rémain émphasized/de-
) emphasized in that sentence's denial’ ' It 4s easy to provide an .
“*  ‘{ndepemdent rationale for Principle'H 11: Emphatic constructions,
‘which-are surface, constructions thaﬁite disparities of focus
within logical forms, do not reflec ntie differences, i.e.

v, ,-.' o
.




N

from a Semantic item of a particular kind (underlying subject], object,. - ,” L
predicate, relation, entire clause, or what_have you), then-oge,would\ v
not exject that item's broader semantic énvironment to matter to the— p

BV

‘differences’of Togical
"by optional transformations which operate in the presence df certain

‘and impose on it a direction of intereit. If the sole function of some

‘operatjon of the emphatic construction, unless tpat/égvironment.is pne o
.so dibtortive as to yield a'surface ‘structure the relevant part of

where ﬁﬁe stgﬂés is functibning'purely as an empHétié device.8 Although

.that the pafties‘shqre fo us, of inﬁeréét,un%ggs an ?ntgntion to N

.:’ .

. ~ ‘' N )
~ . ’ 2 A " . V4 . . )

form -or semantic‘strﬁcﬁuré;.bhey are produced

sorts of conative factors—-whichever passing desires, putposes or .
motives conprise the speaker!s reason for producing his or her ltterance

emphatic construction is to call attenf{ion to‘'or direct attention avay

which is no longer "in the speaker's .owr mouth." Thus, take’ . .

. .ot ’ ' d . N
< (50) Raffles stole the cheese. ; . ‘ . A
\ L - . . ) L —— = = =1 f . o . ;

the speaker's emphasis is not preserved under direct quotation, as in
M ° Fe

L] - P * R
(51) Bunny shouted, "Riffles stole the cheese," _ . :
- . ) i S
in which (50)‘appears‘oh;y as a mentioned, reported utterance-token, .

it plainly is preserved in N R

-

(52),-RafflesiQiQn't steal the.cheese. -, ' ‘ .
Likewise, .the emphasis of.(53;'is:pre§e>ved in (5k) ’ a . - "“——’; .
, ‘ : ' »
, (53) Raffles stole the chégse. to R - '
(54) -It's‘ fglmat;R:fﬁles\itgl_e: t}}.e &}f_es’e. ' - .
Andqthat of '(55) is preserved ig (56) and in (57). o .
. . e e L KA | N . . -~

) (55) .Raffles——mind\yoﬁ, Rgffleé%égfolé the cheese,.
.~ (56) Raffles--mind you, Raffless-didn't steal thé cheese.
5o (57) It's not true that Raffles--mind y\o{, Raffl(es--

. stole the cheege. N e,
) ‘

a There is alde a éonvérsational rhtionale for Princ; le g: if a -

sentence S is pragmatically most appropriate to utter in odrcumstances - . 3
C, then one who utters exactly the spme sentence, only prefixed by a
negator,-is presumed willing.to let Yhe,pragmatic emphasis of'S.stand, .
i.e. he is thought of\as'éaying? in effect, that 8, thought of as
utteped in C, is false.” For if the utterer wished to take issue with
the pragmatic emphasis carried by S in C, it seems etiqugtte (and
possibly the Maxim of Relevante) dictate that he should do so explicl
by approp}iately rewording his’ rematk rather.than by parroting .an )
external denial of the original sentencé; in cenversation .it is assumed . v

i

shift focus is overtly acknowledged. _ s - . T .. ”‘

. .
¢ - o L3 . L - »
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-, r 3.2. Cleft Constructions - X ) i .
‘ ¢ .. Cleft sentences behave in a way parallel td those containing non-
L restrictivé'relativé'clauses, ehd similar presupposition ‘claims have
e e . been made ‘in‘Connection with them. Thus Keenan'(1971) tells us that
e (jﬁp)'presupposes (58b): | .- BN e ‘
- L. ' (58) a. It'was John who ‘caiight the thief. -
c e ~ " ~ b. Someone caught-thé thief. .

- - . e - ov . . .

‘ But surely (58a) straightforwardly entails (58b); if no one at -all ’
" caught the thief, then it is certainly false that it was Johp who did.
. .The ﬁemptation to call this a case of semantic presupposition again-

. stems in part from an undue regard for the fact that an utterer of (58a)

. would not hormally be said to have "asserted" (58b). And Keenan's text.
42 _ « .., makes it clear that he takes.the depial of (?Sa) to be , )

- ¢
°

SO CNE L . '(59) Tt wasn't John -who céught the thief. .

In our speech, at any rate, (59) is an.internal negation, paraphraseable by

- ~

R : ) (60) (3x)CCaught(x,the thief) & ~{(John = x)1.
5 ' . . - s P

c on which paraphfaée it entails (58a) Jjust as (58#) does. (Thus, we
_ . construe it in (584) and (59).as reflecting a bound variable, which . = -

L seems to us to be the most natural way of taking it.) As beforé, (59)
¢/ . is what one might utter if one wanted.to deny what an utterer of (58a) -
. -hed asserted; but (59)- is nof the denia% of (58a). The denial of »
- . - (58g) is ' . ’ : P
' . (61) It is rot the case thatiT\vas John who caught the

o _ ~  thief. < . -
which is paraphraseable p£<:ii\ )

~ ' -

. S e “hﬁﬁ%y&ﬁﬁtMﬁ)&Gmn=ﬂh T

Thus (61) is entailed by the ftalsity of (58b).° : :
- i Admittedly, ‘however, even {61) seems to suggest (58b) to some - -
. Speakers, i.e. they would tend to infer (58b) upon hearing (61) uttered
» in an-ordinary context. This fact is explicable in terms of purely
contextual considerations. The tendeacy to infer (58b) -upon hearing
, (61) is not very strong anyway: it’is felt most acutely when (61) is
. . tokened in a context where there is already a presumption that the thief
has been captured;.and it is felt scarcely or not at all when (61) is
~ . tokened in contexts where this presumption is absent or replaced by :
the p esumptfon that the thief is still at lrage. For example, if it
is generally beljeved that ‘the thief has been cagptured, and someone N
has uttered (58a3, someone élse might express disagreement (1owever NN
ponderously) by uttering (6L Ih so benign a context, (61) seems to. )>\
express agreement with thé statement that the thief has been captured..
) On the other hand, if it is gen rally bglieved that the thigf is still.
at large, and yet someone has uttered (58a), someone else might express

A ' ‘disagreement by saying :
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.t - (63) You're wrong . / : . 3 .
g . . It's false that, it was John who caught “the,_ th1ef - v

No one has as yet ! .
Vs . a@a .

There 1s, however, something conversationally wrong with uttering
« (61) without qualification or explanation, in the latter context. For o
if the speaker (of whoever) believes that the thief: is still at large, N

- then the dtterance of (61) v1olates the Maxim of Strength, since (61)

is much weaker than . V2 . . -
. ' ' o - . . f}’"“,\ , e . .t
(64) The ‘thief has not been caught,. +t T “% . -
And, as in the case of nonrestrictive relatlve clauses, if the speeker> : .
believes (6k4), his or her emphasis in (61) of the role of the putatlve@§.- &
agent (guaranteed rinciple H) is 1pexpllcable, since (64) entails
of anyone x that it is false tHat x ht the thief,

We 1nfer then, that the speaker r whoever) does not believe .
(64)" But this aldhe does not suffice to shoy that (58b), whose.denial *
(64) is, is ‘presumed. ~ So we have yet to complete our explanation of why' -
(61) seems.to suggest (58b). .
" It does seem that (61) residually suggests (58b )*only to 'speakers :
., who tacitly imagine (61) to be uttered in favorable surroundings. 'After
all, (58a) is just a ~transformatlonal variant of C o

~ (65) John+caught the thief:

r

The pragmatic difference between (58a) and (65) seems to be this:-In": . ‘

containing a clefted subject, (58a) emphasizes the role of the agent
whereas (65), without spe01al*stress, seems to put the roles of agent

™ and action on a par; thus (58a) focuses on John's activity and answers
the question, Who caught the thief?. At this point, Principle H comes
into play: Since (61) i% the extérnal negation of (58a), (61) Dikewise
‘stresses.the role of the agent’ - (61) could be verified by either of ,
_two,possible situations: that in which (64) is true, -and that in whigh C-
someone other:than John caught the thief (i.e. in whieh (60) is true).
We have seen that .the utterer of (61) is not,presuming (64), buf we
" were troubled by the possibility that He or she may have nonspe01flc
grounds and thus may not be presuming (60) either. Now if the speaker
did have nonspecxflc grounds, i.e. if the _speaker is agnostlc concerning
the choice of (64) or (60), there would prima facie.bé no redson_to
emphasize the semantic element that characterlzes (60).in partlcular
gnd is consplcuously absent in (6h4). Thus odr hypothesis‘that the
speaker's grounds ‘are nonspe01flc leaves us with a strikingly tnexplained
fact. So, other contextual factors being ‘equal, we opt for the

"' remaining possibility, viz.® that the speaker. is presuming (60) as - .
*evidence for (61); ‘and (60) trlvlally entails (58b). Of ecourse, other 4
contextual factors max not be equdl,_and so we should expect-our '

argument against the hypothesis of.agnhosticism-(and hence, on our N : ~

account, the presumption of (58b)) to be egsily defeas1ble. And so
it is,.with only the merest disclaimer or contextual factor whlch
obviates the need for it -5

Yo
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ST - “(66) It's false that it was John vho caight the thief. - Voot
v .. I don't know whether or not the thief has been . '
. S caught at all, but in any case John is ‘too AR :
‘ ’ e ! stupid and cowardly -to have célight.her.'“ e '
= ' » - " e - N < N

o - TN =v  So far.we héve found no use for semantfic,pre'suppf)sitp_ns; por is,

: . it likefy that further revelations gbout the“exact’ syntax of (s8a), .
. * ®.7(59) and (61) will provide any place for this notioni If {59) and -~ - .~
. (61) afe-syntactically univocal—i,e. if (59) is syntactically an " .

<

A

5y

intergal negation and (61) is syntactically an_external negation=- - .
then/the prespppos’ition claim vanishes before & battery of pure enta.i-l}- <
C(LIE such as -attach to (60) and.(62); and (61)'s residual suggestion
Y : 5t (58b).is explained pragmatically. If, on the other hands~eithex or
- o, - bothr of-{59) and (61) are syntactically.ambigueus as,between jnternal
AN + °  and ‘external negations,. our pragmatic considerations would” explain why
- people tend to hear the former reading in preijerenqe"tg the latter.
3.3. Factive Verbs® - . . e .

.. One of the most widely discussed dlasses of sentences allegedly.
- generating presuppositions in the class of’ "factive" _constructioné o 5
studied by Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1970). As is well known, factive
. predicatés Supposedly involwe a presupposition of the Aruth of their
v+ - %« gentential complements.. The’ following.are some of-the Kiparsky's °"f s

- examples: ' e T < T

e B°
— . - K
significant . .
Odd v o ® ) e - l
‘tragic that-S. . S e
. ) exciting ‘ '
¢ ) ) . ) o N~ .
. L - o regrets: . | Vo od v . ¥ .
¥ N L. s o b. John < i3 awars: that S. : TN
) \ ' Lo : . \_\ comgrehertd’s ot s o .
: . A . LI
P S o, _{_erasps . s ) .
EE v - t:‘ .\:\ \’ . \/ . ~
s : F&{tivev constructions like those ir (67) supposedly can be negated
~ without affectihg the- presuppositian of the:truth of Sy if this is-
a o 3 right, it conclusively. supports-the *¢Taim that such{sentences have )
’ +.» no truth-values unless S is. true. " \' ) - A N
‘e ; Here too we _want to awgue that .the sentgp_ceé in (A7) entail‘'their
%" -+%  sentential complements, and that their denials fail to necessitate (ana,
- -3 - hence fail to~presuppose) those complements. ; Let us begin by drawing,
. . . a.t,teiition’ to two-bits ofanegative evidence. e Do .
. - ) » %: Pirst, strong epistemic verbs like know and realize--which the
g . Kiparskys concede to be "semantically but not syntacticallysfactive'--
) \ . - have a long historical assotiat%®on writh the cpncept of truth. :Episté- .
- . mologists of the last two millenia. have insisted that such concepts -
,  as "knowledge" afd "realization" analytically inflve the truth of © 3.
. . wh_g'.'t\‘is_knéwn or reatized. In ‘a more contemporary idiom, their: B
’ e ¥ . observation amounts to the claim that ' & ’ b
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(69) X reéfizes that S.°

— o

entall the embedded sentence S: Confronted wttp an utterance of

K . - -
v .

PR (70) I.knowtha.tl+l=3.-" oL woo

- oo

'h_{tplstemologlsts (and most ordlnary speakers) unhe31tat1ngly would
. ay "No you don't" or "That's-false"., If some ordlnary speaker does_
. not ‘“quite know what to say aboyt such utterancesy it QS %ecause he ) o
. lacks a -coherent .theory of knowledge, or simply because .such uttér-
h ~ances are statistically unfamiliar, not because he speaks a different i
. dialect of Engllsh Not1ce, 1nc1dentally, thdt the sentence’ v .-

v (71) Yb 4o not Know that 1 + 1 = 3. , L.

, , Simply cannot be heard as alleglng someone's ignorance of a presupposed ot ‘K;
fact--at least not by anyone who can count. r

. Second, "if we admit--as it,.seems we must-\that sentential operators
-involvifig know;'reefize, and similar epistegic Yerbs have truth- ; N

. conditions which (along with our underlying I 1c) require the truth of
the sententlal complement, then a variety of ofher factive verbs will,
also fall into line with our thesis. Cénsider, for example, the verb
. forget. De Rijk (1974) has conv1n01ngly argued for_ithe following

N semantlc representatlon of forget: ’ g? ] ’

8, .
— . NP

-

- T (1)

- S =~ KNOW~, | | -
A Py N F; ' .
On this representdtion, however; a sentence of the:form:

~ .7 . - (13) John forgot that 8. . ' - = . e .

« B .
- R LI ‘ ’ hd
- . .

. " entails the” embedded sentence S. Fo¥esomething can become so only -
if it was not formerly so.< Hence it can become'the case that -John
+» failed to know S only if John formerly knew S. And.if John knew.S,
then S must, be true. Given s sufficient stock of primitive epistemlc
opezdtors which behave. semantlcaliy like know.and ‘realize, it should
: "not be oo difficult t6 provide semantic representations for grasp,
) cogprehend,‘and the like' which result in the sententi?l\complement *
L}

’,

"~
RN

N
R

¢)




I - % Lo
. befhg\éimply entailed rather -than presupposed. Such g‘project may»
have promise even for nonepistemic, evaluative factives like regret,
deéplore, applaud, etc. . . . e ’
"It mey be objected that the negations of the»sénten?es in (67)
do not behave appropriately, in that they appear to «<commit the utterer
to theytruth~of the complement S Just. as much as do the ori_ginal's.
If &his id so, -then the commitifent cannot be exblained in terms of
truth-conditionally generated entailments; since it is logically
impossible that a sentence and its negation should both entail a
- q9ntingent senténcé'su So ‘presuppositions must be invoked to accqount
) for the denials of the sentences in (67). And if we inveke presup-
_ ., . positions to account for these details, we thereby commit ourselves .
to using the concomitant. formal machinery to handle the originals.
It is contended-that we cannot give a proper account of the
. negations of factive construc®¥Tons without appealing to presuppositions.
This, we shall show,‘is.faiée. ?pe behavior Qf these negations can be
adequately’ explained without abafdoning the view that the falsity of
‘S makes every sentence in (67) false and their denials straightforwardly
true. We shall first establish this conclusion for the verb know ‘and, .
then show how the samerreasoning secures a similar result for other ;
. factives. o ’ : )

. ¢
5 Consider the following sentences:

<

>

1

- [
e (74) a. Irv knows that Sam is a .Martian.
.Y b. Irv doesn't know that Sem is a Martian. Lo
L - ¢« Sam is a~Martian. =+ ¥ S N -y
Morgan (1969), Karttunen (1973) and others have claimed that sentences
like (Tha) and (Tlb). Yoth nécessitate (The). But we have already seen
reason to believe' that (Tha) simply entails (The). Conseqilently, if
f (Tbe) is:false, tHén (Tha) is. false shd itg denial, (74b) is true. So
T (74} cannot necesdgitate (The). And yet (to give these authors their
‘.due) theré is something wrong, in-at least some contexts in whichs (The)
is false, with uttering (Tib)--even though the truth of (7ib) is '~
 guaranteed by the falsity of (The). (It should not be thought that a
sentence's goetng merely true.suffices for that sentence's being X
appropriaté or felicitous to utter, even in "rormal" circumstanees.)
t74b), uttered with rising sBress on doesn't, and particularly if
jmmédiately followed by because Sam isn't one, is unexceptionable; but
without;such stage-setting,; (TUb) -would perhaps be misleading.ll Why
‘s this? * e . L '
v.d@he explanation, we believe, involves, both conversational and
theoretical’ factors, ard,iss somewhat subtle; but, once spelled out,
it seems to us intuitively quite”clear and compelling, and it makes
no use of otcult semantical notions. To begin with, let us note that
' {7Tba) is intuitively paraphrasable by ' . )

N

-

(75)- Sam is a Martian.and Irv believes on the basis of .
adequate evidence that Sam.is a Martiaqi .

At least; both of the following conditdons must obtain‘jy vrder for’ :

¢ (Tha) to'be true: \

.
\\\\ .
¢ »
-
. \\
N
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(16) ‘a. Sam is a_Mértian.
" b. Irv belleves on the basis Of adequate evidence
that Sam is a Martian. 3. .

- ¥ Y ’
© » ,'\' - ™

. - t
The falsity of either (76a) or (76b) suffices for the falsity of (Tha)s
,-and_hence for the truth of (THb) :

Now “suppose thaf, someone tokens (ko) witnout any accompanying
quallflcatlon or. speg¢ial stage-setting. Grice's Maxim of Evidence
assures us that 1f°(gs we assume) the spesker is cooperative, then -
he has adequate eyidencé for the truth of (TUb), (Tlb) beirg. inthitively
the denial of a-.conjunction of necessary conditions. What form might
the spegker's evidence take? There are only three.possibilities:

(1) The speaker may have adequate evidence for thé falsity of (76a).
(ii) The speaker may have w¥equate évidence for the;falsity of (76b).,
(111) The speaker may have insufficient specific ev1dence concerning
(762) or (76b)-taken alone,_but yet havé evidence that they are at lefist
mot both true.
: Let us consider p0331b111ty (1) - Notice first that there is an
asymmetry in our attitude toward the twofold conditions for (Tlhe). Let
.us say that (76a) expresses the general condition for the truth of
"(Tha), and (76b) the specific conditidén for the truth of (Tha). The "
specific condition is person-relative in a way .that the general condition
is not; it concerns the subject, Irv, and not the status of what he
believes. (As it happens, the embedded sentence (76a) also mentions.
a person; but this feature of (Thb) is expendable and irrelevant.)
. Now Grlce's Maxim of Relevance dictates that one ought not to
*talk about thlngs which are irrelevant to the point one is trying to
make. t (74b) mentions a particular’ person, viz. xIrv, 0, there is
a coﬁversatlonal presumption that the truth of (Tub) hasﬂ;omethlng ~f -
importantly to do with Irv's properties in particular: But at the same.
time, the Maxims forbid saying substantially less than one is in a* |
position to say. So if the speaker were entitIed to deny (76a), the
general condltlon, he should do so explicitly: the speaker should not, =
utter somethlng which, like (7hb), is entailed by bt does not entall
what he is in a position to, assert? Moreover (here is the asxmmetry)
the falsity of the general condltlon (76&) has much mor¢’ disastrous
* “cons&quences than. would the falsity of the specific conditlon (76b).
If Irv-does not Justlflablylbelleve that Sam is a Martlan, then it
follows merely thet Irv does not know that Sam"is a Martian; not
that anyone- else°falls to know this. - But if Sam is not a Martian,
then nobodz can be Said to know that Sam is a Martlan, i.e. ,

(7T7)" X knows that Sam is & Mar?}ﬂn.

.
A}

-+
.

will be false for all values of X. Slnce so much more than the mere-
falsity of (Ther) hinges on the falsity of the genéral codndition (76a)
and since (Thb) is presumed to ‘tell us something whic¢h is nontrivial
and specifically about Irv-<not something which, oh the assumption -of
the falsity of (76a), would be grue of anyone in the world—a hearer .
‘IS conversatiohally entitled to the conclusion that the speaker is not "
assuming that (76a) is felse. ‘Therefore', the speaker's ev1dence for
(Thb) cannot be the failure of (T6a). .
@9
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¢ _ Passing over p0331b111ty (ii) for a moment, let us consider e
pb331b111ty (iii), the.p0331b111ty that the speaker'é evidence for

« (T4b)’ is wholly nonspecific. What we want £ say here is that such 'a

N

~,

Let us render (Thb) 1n conditional form, obtaining ‘ .

situation is strlklngly rare, and consequeptly that p0331b111ty (iii)
 is quite’ improbabie. There are, of coursegﬁﬁany common situations-in

whlch have adequate, evidence for somethifg which can be expressed
in the/ form of & denial -of a conjunctlon. For example, we might be :
fully Justified in accepting ’ *

(78) 1It's not the case that Jesse bot® shot the marshal
’ * . -through the he t,and talked with him later about
g the problem of cnime in the streets.: ‘

. e ¢

v
[N

w1thout having 'any 1dea whlch of the relevant conjuncts was false,. since,
we hold a well—establlshéd blologlcal theory whlch entalls both 79) and

(80).: ,
] (79) If Jesse’shot the marshal through the heart then
-y .the~marsha1 is dead y .
(80) No dead person talks with anyone abou;, anythlng
t (79) and. (80) 301nt1y entail ’ ‘ :

. (81) 1If Jesse shot the nmrshal through the heart, then
( X Jessg did not talk with the ‘marshal later about
thegproblem o% crime in the streets. L

(81) tr1v1a11y .entdils (TB).c,Slmllarly, we mlght have adequate
ev1dence for ’

“ '(82) Tt's: not the case that bpth Batman and Superman are ?
. : in the‘phone booth nov.

¢

4

without hav1ng any ides who is' or isn't in fact in the phone booth,
since our commonsen31cal theory “of ordxnaryeobjects entails (83) from
whlch-we tr1v1ally infer (Bh) ‘ e N

~

‘L~Jh;a-' (83) Oﬁly one pe on can fit into a jphone booth at a time.
.o (84) If Batman is il the phone booth now, then Superman
. isn"t; and if Superman is 1n the phone booth now,

q

» - .

. In short we can COme to know the denial of a conjunction, without

_then Batman isn't. r L

having adeguate evidence against either COnjunct in partlcular, by virtue

of having a well—establlshed theory which entails a conditional (or,
derivatively, & dlsjunctlon) whlch in turn trivially entails the den1a1
of the conjunctlon.

Is something like the’ foregoing operatlve in the case of (Thb)?

~A

> (85) If Sam is 2 Martlan, then Irv does not believe on -
C ‘the. basis of adequate ev1dence that Sam is a Martlan

. - +

. # . Q7
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¥  or,-{quivalently, . _. - ‘ ' ~
. - (86) If Irv believes oh the basis.of adequate eviddhce
that' S8am is a Martlan, then Sam is not a M ian.

Clearly, if (Thb) is true then- so are (85) and (86), provided that
" their conditlonal frames are taken to be strictly truth-functional
But since the purely truth-functional conditional has onXy rare and
‘s “specialized uses in English, ve would never express (T4b) in either of
- - these ways. For, in ordinary speech, both {85) and (86) are.interpreted
.as implying stronger, at least nunlmally nomoldgical connections between
their respectjive antecedents and consequents. However, the relevant
. -statements, (76a) and (76b) dr its denia}, are not closely related at \
all: they have utterly different fo¢i. (T6a), we have already observed,

is about Sam and his race or nationality, whereas (76b) is about Irv. .

. and his epistemic position, 1mp1y1ng nothing whatever about Sam's -
propertles. We have no theory, s01ent1flc, phllosophlcal or common-
sensical, which connects these two disparate matters. Consequently,
waiving any specific evidence wé may have dbncernlng the truth-values
of.(76a) or (76b) taken individually, we have no evidence for (85) or
(86) either;.thus we cannot be said to have arrived at (Thb) by inferring,

if from a Jbackground set of entreached beliefs via (85) or (86).

o, (Contrast thelcase of (78) (81).. Plainly, the stronger the nomological
connection expressed by a,given conditional; the greater will be the
1ikelihood that the truth of the negated conjunction equivalent to that '’

.+ conditional will be known to us on the basis of nonspecific evidence
rather than on the basis of our kmpwledge of the falsity of one of the
conjuncts,.and vice versa. To see this, comsider the limiting case of

..8& strictly nomological connectlon--an instande of a law of se‘ential\
logie: . N

~ N e

(87) It's ., not the case that the Contlnuum Hypothesis

. is both true and false. *

%

-

[

i o
We would always know (87) tr1v1ally and a priori whether or not anyone
ascertalned the truth-value of the Continuum Hypothesis, .Since
(85§ and (86¥«lie at the other end, of the spectrum of nomologicality; .
. hawing for ‘ordinary people no nomologlcal status aZ;ﬁll, it is entirely
unlikely that anyone-would have.ndnspecific evidence”for (Tlb).)
Similar remarks apply to the disjunctive equivalent of (Tib), viz.
(88) Either Sam is not a-Martian or_Irv does not, believe
) . on the basis of adequate evidence that Sam is a
= . . Martlan . .

A hd b . - <

As before, there 1s no statement of any general background Ltheory of
ours that entails (88) in the:way in which (83)%entails (82), we would
in eny normal case come B0 know (88)--and hence (T4b)--only by virtue
of antecedently knowing the truth-yalues of,at ledast one of the two °
conditicns (76a) .and (76b), not the other way around.

The foregoing reasoning rules: out possibility (111) The-only :
< remalnlng optlon is (11), the possibillty that the speaker who asserts

v
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: (74b) has adeyuate evidence for the faleity of (76v). In terms of

the Gricean Maxims, this means ¢that we are prone to regard (74®) as
something of an understatement, since (76b) is logically st®nger than
(Thb). *But this conclusion is inevitable, since the only alté}natives
- are to rpgard (Fh4b) as disastrously trivial or else backed by an .
' ., exceedingly rare and peculiar sort of evidence. (Notjce, that we are
v oo * not contradicting our earlier claim, made in Section” 3.1, that in
grdinary situations the denial pof a.conjgnctiod COnversat;onallf\implies
“ gnosticism on ‘the utterer's part; the principle is correct but
TN defeasible. In-the present context it is simply overridden by the
asymmetry between (76a) and (76b) on the ﬁé,hand, and the probabilistie
R . presuﬁ?@ion against nonspecific evidencean the other.) ° 7 “
L \ . - Let us recapitulate our findings: Upon hearing an*utterance of .
{74b), undccompanied by special stage-setting, a hearer who féllows the SN
line of 1eas£.yesistancg will arrive at the 'following twofold conclusion: AN

7

¢ N v ©a

(89) a.* The utterer of (Tib) believes tﬁét Irv does-not ' L,
N : ) s justifiably believé Sam to be a Martian. :
: . b, The utterer of (T4b) does. not believe that Sam ~
- .o ot i$ not a Martian. \ !
(3 » . , . .
. (89) is certainly sufficient to explain why we tend to hear (7Thb) as an -
, interndl negatiop; i.e. as a denial of (76b) alone. But it is not yet
- - obvious why some speakers also hear (7T4b) as actively asserting (T6a).
oo For.689§) d;;s not eﬂpail s \ - )
. - (90) The'utterer of (Tib) believes, that Sam’is a Martian. .
K o . » * AN ‘ .t ‘ M [}
¢ * . However unlikely, it is surely.possible that the utterer of (th),is .
- P agnostic on the dquestion-of Sem's origins. To secure the inference of
T e - 7:(90), from (89b) we néed (91): , Vg

. \ -
£

- - ’

. £ (74b) has an opinion as to yhetheﬁ <
rtian. ’ 3

. i *y 3

‘ - % ‘ . Sam Jis a

.- We submit that it is priharily in contexts where the utterer is ..
. presumed‘'to have an opinion, & {0 the truth-value of the complement ‘
+ ythat a negated knowledge-statement willbe heard as actively suggesting N
S that compléments{in addition to denying the relevant specific condition).
~ . * Such contexts will be numefous, for there are many mapters.concerniné
which the lack of any opinion|is highly unlikely. ~Where thére is
.-readily available evidence for or against a proposition--as there is®
. . . ﬁ9r, say, the proposition that:aspirin cures hgddachesv-then.it seems
N ey ‘very unlikely ,that an infell;éent'adult who has led a normal life ¢
\gguld,have-failed;to form an-opinipn.on the matter, or that he would be 1
|
\

&

willing, if pressed, to commit himself. : In ad@ition to considerations

-
2

y S of subject matter, there are many 8gher contextual factors ,which might '
. ' lead.us to the conclusion that thg utterer of negatide knowledge- -
\\ . - statement has an opjinion about the truth-value of ‘the complement. For .
\ exdmple, the spedker may be an acknowledged expert on matters mentioned ~ .
o “ ., or described.in the complement, i.e. one who, as a matter of his ' ..
IR ‘profession, would be expected to have ah opinion (the utterer of (T4b) "<
N, ’ N v ey / . . ""\\‘ .
: - . B - ) . . -, e




” Clearly, our argument can be generalized to cover all sente
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might be'a’well-known exobiologist). Or agein, (T4b) might be N

uttered with a revelatory stress-contour, e.g. in tones of surprise
(at John's ignorance of a fact) or .derision (at.John's stupldlty_ln

_ overlogking the obvious).

Moreover, if there is no contextual presymption of th;s k1nd, it
is hard to hear the utterer of a negatlve kriowledge-statement as'
actitely implying the truth of its complement unless it happens that

" we alrgady belleve that the’complement is true. If, for example, we

antecedently believé that Sam is a Martlan, then even though we ' °
impute no opinion on the matter to the utterer of (T4b), we will still
hear (74Yb) as tending to express agreement with our belief. For“wé ™
have seen that the utterer of (Thb) is most likely not disagreeing with
(76a) but is at least allowing it to stand, perhaps "granting it for
the sake of argument." And failure to take the opportunity to dispute
a belief whose truth-value is crucially relevant to the truth-value of
what one says is commonly regarded as a ‘sign of tacit consent (although
thera'is no real necessity .in so regarding it)., On .the*other hand,
if the audience regards the complement as false (but imputes no
opinion to the speaker) they will find the,utterance of (Thb} unin-
teresting and will*n® doubt p01nt out to the utterer that he was wrong
in not disputing (76a), in consequence of which he said something
trivial. But they will not hear (Thb) as suggesting the truth of (76a)
any more than we would normally hear (T1) as suggesting that 1 + 1 = 3.
Of course it is possible that the audience not only fails to<impute to
the speaker any opinion on the complement, but also fails to have any
oprnlon of its.own on the mattér. In $uch a case the audience would-
hear any suggestion of the complement's truth Thus, if someone
wgre\to say s

(92) John doesn't know that Goldbach's’Oonjedturefis false. .

-
[

--the truth-value of Goldbach' s Conjecture belng a matter on which we
—(and nost dther people) Jdack any op&ﬂlonqrwe would not hear (92) as
alleging the falsity of the Conjectur%‘but would instead understand it
as pointing olit-the fact that John, whatever he may or may not think’
of .Goldbach's Conjecture, certainly dpesn't know that it's false.
The most natural- response tof (92) under these e:rcumstances would be
"Neither?do we", or "Right, the Cénjecture is up for grabs".

Werébiclude that our ability to generate (89) solelx from pragmatic
and_statls ical considerations adequately -accounts for some people’s

in proposition which is ‘true (or at least allowed to stand.undhallenged).

tendency to hear (Thb) as clalmlng that Sam lacks justlfled.bgdief

s\OT the
form ~, PN '\

) (93) X doesn't know that 8.. . I y "oy K
& - 0.,; - * R ~

yielding a pragmatlc explanatlon of why these sentences are sometimes.’ °

taken to "1mply or suggest the tryth'of S whlle‘assertlng that X lacks
Justified belief %hat. 5.12 \\
' Before applying all this to the factlves llsted in (67), let us

. O \ L. R
. *

. . /~\g\¥/rev1ew the sallent points of* our strategy for ease *of future reference.
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—~\\\\\ Given a sentence S which is intuitively pa;aphrasable as a coQJunc%Son o
. of statéments S3 and-Sp such that S& expresses the "general" condition
LT for S's truth &nd -So expresses the specific" condition for S's truth .
. {in the senses exemplified abgvg), a combination of theoretical and

- * _ ~conversational consideraﬁions'iéads tofthe eonclusion tha% qne #ho
o .~ utters the denial of S intends his audience to understand that he
. _beliéves S, to be false and does not believe Sy.to be false. Further -
. contéxtual considerations lead (in many if not 'most cases) to the . -
' further conclusion that the jitterer believes S3 to be true, or is.at T
, least willing to set S3's truth be taken for granted for argumentative
purposes.” This: combination of conversational, theorétical, and
b . 7 contextual” factors lends support to interpreting t;%.utﬁerance-of'the
: denisl of S ad if it were the utteradce ofS1 and yhesnegation of Sp. .
. For convenience, let us coin the term factive implication for this .
" ‘complex pragmatic relation between an utterdnce of the denial of S
. and'thejipdicated conclusion about S1.and Sp. Schematically, we could
) ' then say that, where S, S ,;and.Sg are @s above, , ~ s ."factively
% g .

v

_implies" 83 & ~'Sp. . ,
‘ , Using this purely pra atic notion, we can ea3ily account for the .
. _behavior of the various factive constructions in (67). Consider,the

/zollowing examples: " . ,

M )

(94)* a. John is aware théﬁgﬁary is pregnant.

. * b. It is. significant that Mary is pregnant.

. c. . John is not &ware that Mary is- pregnant.
) < d. It is'not significant that Mary is Qot,pregnapt.
e Tet us begin by asking ourselves about the intuitive truth-conditions
. for (9ka) and (94b), in thmt order.. T o
‘ . The predicate awvare ‘appedrs to admit of a strong reading, on which
it amounts to knows, and &lsc & weaker, reading, on whichiit is ‘equivalent
. to something like correctly assumes. Since our‘discgssidp of know take
o care of the former, we shall confine our: attention towxhé’latter
, “. _ understanding, on which (9&*) is paraphrasable by - ) : o

. ) S . .

o'

* oy . ( essumes
ant, and John believes
. takes it
ant. . .. ; : “

. o ) (95) Mary.is preg
3 v A

L . 'Mary is preg

: © Thus paraphrased; (9ksa) eqfa s both (96a) and (96b): ;‘

’

N * .4‘ Cy
- (96) a. Mary ; ednant’. . . .
o " ' ¢ | ("gSsumes T v
- “ " b, rJohn believes that Mary is pregnant,
e mkes i ik S
~ - ' : ’ oL ' 0 ) .
: : . “and (9ha) is thus straightforwardly false if either (96a) or (96b) is.’
+  false. o . <N . . N - : .
“The seﬁléncg (9%b) is somewhai f:ge‘complicated,‘owing‘to the,

preséncg of a suppressed'parameyer. sINtuitively, o be significaﬂ%
_is-to Pe significant to, ox for s gon or group of pérsons. Morg-
" “over, being significant for, a person X is a property which attaches

{ - &

-

ot ) _ . _ .
R T




o . . . . N
to an envisaged state-o -zzfgigg/sust in case some conseduences which
.X finds significant wo ensie or depending on whether or not the .
‘ envisaged state-of-affdirs obtained. Tt .seems, ther, fhat (9%b) can - ’
ke paraphrased by . ' . . et . ‘ ”

‘ - t T
; L (97) - Mary ‘is\fpregnant, and some consequence whlch X
;\/ ; o -finds” gnlflcant would ensue or not dependlng
v oo . . on wh th Por not Mary is pregnant,

\/hus 9hh wouid enta;r‘both (96a) apd ( 98):_. .

(98) Some consequence which X flnds s1gn1flcan§,would

. " ensue o hot depending on whether or.not Mary
., o . ) 1s pregnéant. .
- Q K s,

* - The problem is that (9hc) &nd (94d), the respective denigls'of (9ka)

d (94b), ought not to entail on.otherwise ngcessitate (96a). “Yet
. (9k4c)?and (9k4d) do seet to "impiy" (96&)@1 some weaker sense; people

- sometimes tend to hear utterances of (9hc-d3 as conveylng the,

B nforma.tlon ‘recorded in (99% respectively: .

, (99) L8 Mary is pregnant, and it's false that Johy

. < assumes -
LT believes that Mary is pregnant. N
- . t

-ad -

takes i
. Mary is pregnant, and nothlng of s1gn1flcance to
X hlpges on whether Mary is pregﬁhnt -

d ‘

A
- »

: R =
* .. " - The- explanatlon of this fact is simple. In the sense lately .-
defined, (96m) is the general condition for the truth of both (9ka)
and (94b); (96b) is the specifie condition for the truth of (§ha), and *
w . (98) is the specific condition for the truth of (94b). Therefore, By
exactly the same reasoning as was employed in the case of know, we -
obtain the conclusion that, (Qlc) factively implies (99a),dand (9hd) : y
factively implies’ (99b) The considerable amount of .effort spent on
know thus. has‘an 1mmed1ate payoff for the analysis of'factlves in .
general. “We shall ‘soon,see that the payoff extends beyond fa ives
" to other coénstructions which have been thought to- involve pyfsuppositions.
. Finally, it ought to be pointed out that fhere is a simple and, °~
- - . stralghtforward way Of showing conclu51vely that none of the sorts of .
. ' constructions we have cons1dered sd’far in fact glves rise to semantic )
- presuppos1tlons. Accordlng to the definition of semantlc presupposition,
' .a sentence 81 semantically pfesupposes g sentence Sp only if the denial -
) of 8 ﬁecessftates S2. Let us list ag the denlals oT“the pr1n01pa1 N
R sentences we have con51dered so far:

@

<, " - B v
T e

' _ (100) a®_It's false that Dick, who is an expert on Austin, <

o f ‘ loves the Bonzo Dog Band. .
. b. It's false that it was John who caught the. th1ef. <
R c. John is not avare that Mary is prégnant.
. * e d. Irv doesn't know that Sem is'a Martian.” . . _
' ‘.‘ﬁkilﬁ e: It isn't significant that Mary is pnegnant. ,
o G . v . o7 .
« .- . RN ¥ : - -




The 1mpoNtant thing to notice is that the‘vérlous‘"impllcatlons" that
these. denlals bear are all cancellable (Grlce l96l 128), as in

a.

Now necessltatlon, a strlctly model—theoretlc notron, does ‘not
Therefore, the "implications":of (lQOade)

. admit of cancéllation..

sentences.

cancelled by (10a-e) respectively, are not necessitated by (lOOa-e)
By definition, then, no semantic presuppos1tions are invgolved in these
cases. And thg\b’very cancellablllty in context should bée endugh to -
tip us off\ that the notions we. are deallng with are.context-bound,

pragmatic.

Impllcatlve Verbs
- Karttunen (1971b) alleges that, -in .addition to factive _verbs, t
o are also presuppbsltlon-carrylng .
are a subclass of verbs taking infinitive ‘complements, and their .
distinguishing feature, we are told, is that assertive sentences with
implicative main verbs "imply™ an augmented version of their complement *
Karttunen'claims that this "implicatipn" cannot be identified .~
w1th ordinary entailmént, but can only be understood via an appeal to
presupposltions.‘ He gives the following partial l{)&_gj implicative

(102)¢~manage, remeﬁber, pother, get daré? care, venture,
condescend, happen, ‘see fit be careful, have’
misfortun

-

%
Of these. verbs, mandge seems to be the paradigm,'for it receiv
most attentlon.

.Q

It's false that chk,:who-ls_an expert on ‘.
Austin, loves the BonZzo Dog Band, because ’
Dick Mows nothlng aBout Austin.,

It's false thgt it wab thn who caught the thief,
because no one caught her.

John is not aware that Mary 1s pregnant becaus‘
she -isn’€. .

Irv doesn't know that Sam is a Martfﬁh,.because
. Sam isn't one. ~

It isn't significant that Mary 1s pregnant,~
because she isn'%.

1mplleat1ve verbs Impllcatlve veXbs

'opportunity

take it upon oneself..

Consider the follow1ng Sentences

a.,
b
Ce.
a.’

. We are told that (103a) 1mplies (lO3c), and that (103b impTies
But Klo3b) appears ta be_;hé negation oﬂ (103a)

58 managed to solve the problem.

John didn't manage ‘ta solve the problem.: - .
John soived the problen, ;
John didn!t sdlve the prbblem.

and . €1034)
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. -that of (103c); so if-these ' 'implications' were entailments, (103a)
‘and (103c) would be loglcally equivalent. Karttunen claims that in °
fact they ar€ 'not logically equlvalent, g1v1ng as hlS reason' that
'man_ge to solve and solve differ in meaning.

"Of dourse (103a) and (103c) do intuitively "dlffer in meanlng .

. but this is not enough to show that they are not logically equivalent.

Con31der, for example, the following sentences

‘

(104) a. Meno is a_pederast. ' o -
. . b. Either Meno is a pederast, or Meno is not.a
G A pederast but, has a dog that 1s both alive
- o and not allve.
. . - P

(10ka) and (thb) can be shown to6 be 1og1cally equivalent by s1mple
propositional caleulation, in spite of .the fact that they unquestionably _
“differ in meaning. And in light of our discussion of nonrestrictive
.relative clauses, the sane mlght well be sald for the folléw1ng pair:

“

-~

s (105) a. 'John, who smokes clgars, loves wire... -
. b. John, who loves wine, smqkes cigars’ .

R - ~
.

What we meed is some more accurate aecount of the dlfference in meaning
between (103a) and (103¢) which hds some-clear relevance to the
question of their truth-conditions and dlsplays their nQnequlvalence )
‘Karttunen go® on to.fill this lacuna with an appeal tb semantic
presupposition. (1038), we are 1nformed, presupposes something llke

-

‘ (ap%) John trled (i.e. expended effort) to‘solve the problem.
LI . s ® . .
Thus (106) is necessitated by both (103a) ahd (103b)." But' (103c) dbes
not even suggest (106)--1€t alone presuppose it. So (103a) and (103c)
cannot be logically equivalent, snce on these assumptions it rs
logically possible that (103c) should be true but (103a) be truth-
“valueless owing to the falsity -of (106). -Similarly, (103b) cannot be
logically equivalent to (103d); for the truth of (103d) is consistent
with the falsity of (106), hence with the truth-valuelessness of (103b).
. It appears, then, that impllpative verbs behave i a more complex
" way than do factives. Impllcatlve verbs, like factives, supposedly °*
generate sementic presuppos1tlons, but, unlike factives, they presuppose
not the truth of the sentences underlying their verbal complements, .but
im each case the trfith of some third, qulté different sentence. In
‘addtion, they introduce a novel kind of ! 1mpllcatlon such that an
ive sentence with an implicative main verb 1mp11es"ebut goes
presuppose! ) 1¢% complement, an&\such that the negation of the °
former implies (but does not presuppose) tMe negation of the latter.
"Implication" of this new sort, then, is a mysteriolis and heretofore
uzgpswn‘te;tlum quid, inferentially reliable but not so. strict“as
necessitation. o -
. Before - assesslnéiall these clalms in connection with (103) let
. us pause to look more closely at the llst‘ilOQ) . o ‘.
' It is far from clear that the itéms in (102) are happily groupe

< L
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.




. (110).

FL ) pening his mouth- to speak. ' - ..

~ o .
“ ' . =35

4 . o . ‘
together. Some of thefvefg:‘in question arg, in our speech at least,

i not "iqplicative" at‘ all. Considér the following exchange:

. (107) Bully: "Which of you dares to fight me?" .
_ John: "I dare to fight you!" _
’ . Wlly eyeing John's bulging biceps): . ’
' 'Ordinarily, I 'd clobber you here and nows’
but I hear my mother calling and have to go .
home. " .-

- . . .

~

In reporting this exchange, we miéht appropriately say something like'

. (108) John dared to -fight the bully, but-the fight
‘ s hever took place, because the bully chickened
S out. .

s
® .

But the acceptability of (108) belies the claim that (109) necessitates

- -~

(109) Joln dared to fight the bully.
¢ (110) John fought the bully.

Similarly, the following two sentences are, in our speech, virtual™ . W’

synonyms: ‘ )

1
-~

(111) a.- John took it upoh himself‘to make the announcement.
- b John unllaterally decidedito make_ the announcement.

In this sense it ig poss1ble -that a man should ake it upon himself to
do something which he-1is suhsequently prevented from doing. That is, 4 °
the fpllowing sentence séems perfectly acceptable: )

ot

4
o

. ) (ll2) John took git upon himself to make the announcement
y - . . but dropped dead of a heart attack Just as he was

Both (109) and (111la) impute statKé of mind which, in the ndrme® course
of events, are accompanied or immediately followed by the indicgted
actions. &ﬂ;tﬁe presumption of fulfillment, if indeed there is gne, .
seems merely inductive. As a final example, we could cite the, ve!b ‘
care. In negative constructions like (113) it is difficult tghhear any
implication of (11k) since it is 8o easy to invent counterexsmples like

(115). , .
(113) John didn't gare td discuss the matter.  © . *
u (114) John didn't discuss.the matter.
A (115) John didn't care to discuss the matter, but : |
. ‘ Mary forged him to’ talk about it. . ‘
- - -
Of course there may be dialects of English in which these verbs are’
uniformly "implicative" in Karttunen's sense. .In erecting a general. Voo

.strategy for handling genuinely implicative verbs, however, it is

-
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" . best to concentrate on unequivocal examples. So let us 1ook at ' /
] - Karttunen § strongest case, the verb manage. If the alleged’ behavior
., * . Of manage can b& explainedl without recourse to presupposition, then ‘
. - 4he same form of explanation, relativized to dialect, ought to account S
' for the weaker members of,(102) as well. '
e . A preliminary thing to note about manage is that, strictly -
speaking,” the sentence (103a) does not necessitate (106) o

Y

.

< N .

e . (103) a. John managed to solve the ptroblem. .
(106) John tried to solve the problem. .
LS For a person can manage to do something without trying--inadvertently
1 or accidentally.  Thus neither (116) nor (117) necessitates or even " °
allows that the person in question was attempting to perform the

= indicated Ectlon 13 . a Lt - -
. g . . ] .
. *.(116) While trying to prove Fermat's Last Theorem, Saul . .
s \ -+ .inadvertently/mgnaged to ‘prove Goldbach's
2 . ' Conjecture. . -

(117) We had been tryi or months to khock all the N
beer cans off théYlog, but Bottomley managed to ¢
doé it by accidenpiyhile trying to shéot down a '
rust~speckled grosbeak.

o \

In fact, it is surprisingly difﬂicult to say'hhat is tatf;ely)
necessitated by (103a) Minimally, manage seems to 1nvolve a broad L
presumption to the éffect that some sort of impediment exists, if not - - '
v for the agent then at least for some other contextually involved person . -0
or persons. In other words, to say that John managed.to do such-and~ -
such 1s “to represent the actlon of doing such-and-such as somethlng .
which "wasn't ent1re1y easy"--without actually saying, but, leav1ng it \
. . to the context to determine, wherein the trouble lies. Since this -
point is crucial to what follbws, we shall beldbor it a moment lomnger. oY
If someone were to utter . -, R ) . .
1118) John managed to breathe. - o P oo A

.
[N

' he would not, appearances“to the contrary; be committed to saying that - .
John ‘found it hard to breathe. The implied impediment is pot intrinsi- (
- cally person-speclflc,ralthough obv&ous pragmatic factors can lead .. g
us to hear it as such. .This.becomes clear-when we congider other :
contexts in which (118) would be perfectly appropriate. ' Suppose that ; .
/7 John, having.been raised in the Andes, has exgraordinary breathing’ .
.powers. Suppose further that (118) is uttered by Someone who is aware ©
. . of this fact and is describing 2 mountazn-cllmbing episode in which . g
everyone but John was falnting,@unable to breathe. There is - L
: still the resumption that, under<¢the circumstances, breathing wasn't, . ;.
easy; but mow we hear it as attaching_not to John- but to his companions. To.
With a little more patience, we could.easily- point the presumption in -
such a way that it cannot be heard as attaching to anyone in particular, .
but only to a mysterious "someone". Thus suppose” that* (118)- is uttered BT
. ina context in“which everyone knows of John's great 1ungfdapac1ty and

2 T8
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. In our speech, that is, (103a) may be closely paraphrased by a N

that the utterance,o

of John's Single-handed ascent’ of Everest..” The presumption of ¥ -

igée@iment’cleérly;ﬁ
no other specific pe
we can say is that "

thosg circumstances.

shifts of "focus" is the nonspecific,presumption of /contextual ¥ .-

L

¢

ccurs as the §limai of~£he speaker's,aestription
oes net attach to John, and the context supplies
rson‘or persens to ‘whom it could epplg. The most
someone". would find it difficult to breathe under
In short, what rémains constant amid all these (.

impedimeﬁt; the veriable factor of feltnaﬁblication to, a\§pecific person

appears to be someth

ing which arises extralinguistically, from the ¢~

hearer's beliefs. about the context of uttergnqe} The significance of

thij point, will mani

fest itself ishortly. . ¥ )

‘Everything we have said so far suggests that (103a) genuinely

Y

neceqsitates something like the deliberately noncommittel sentence

(119) §Solfing‘the pfobléh wasn't entirely easy. o

-

¢ * ’

. N .
et () sdmscary wmppah G900 1 15 e, hen
But does (103a) semantically presupposg (119)? If it do€s, then™ .

(103b)--the denial o

- (103a)--must also.necessitate (119): -Whatever -

impligative connéction exists between (1031) and_(119), however, seems
cancellable in context, hence cannot.be viewed as genuine necessita-

tion. For -(120} is acceptable: ‘ . - ;
(120) John 4idpdt manage to solve the problem—it Vés
o B so easy that a trained monkey‘could solve it.
- ' blindfolded! | .- .
. A\ » . . ) ’_\& - .

" Admittedly, the felt

p - . . -
{Mplication ,which it

we must eéxplain how.(103b) can strongly suggest (119) withbut

necessitating it.

A
o <

(103a) necessitates:

. . . 5 - ] .
need for stress in (120) suggests that the
cancels-is strongly felt in 'the first ‘place. -So

-

. Before addressipg:this problem, let us paube and take quick stock
Qf our other intuitions about t# data. Parallel to the feeling bhat

(119), we find an equally strong feeling that

(103a¥Walso necessitates (103¢). Moreover, it seems to us.that the

"joint truth.of (119)

combination of these

i
<

. »(1032) and (i2l) would appear to have equi\h
o(121) obviously entails both (119) and (10

and (103c) is sufficient for the truth of (103a).

N
A

two sentences, ag in (121). N
‘ - -

(121) John solved the problem, whibh.wasn'f’an entirely
. sy easy thing to da,j - :
- 0N

. r .
- O ~ . L
vadent truth-conditions .- \
3c), since it derives  "7..

"~ gyntactically from their conjuncétioh. So, at least where '(103a) is '@,

concerned, there is no immediatexobstacle to viewing {(103c) and (119)

as simply.being two of jts drdinary, entailments’
. to (103b), the denial of (103a), that we encount

- obstacle, viz. expla

The problem 4is a femiliar one: (103a¥ behaves
$o-(103b), its apparent denial, ought.to beliave Iike

It is when we turn
_an apparent ' ° §

o (119)-and (103d)3.°
ke a conjunction,

; negated

ining. (103b)'s ,[felt relations

conjunetien, i.e. (103b) ghould not entail elther (119) or (1Q33). .

Yethn utterance of

IS

(103b) suggests to the audience that\both (119) &nd
. K . . "t s

»
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(103d) are teken to be true. Given our earlier treatment of fgctives,
the sélutfon to thh;}moblem is evidemt. (119) and (103c) are ~=~
respectively the general and specific conditions for the truth of
(1032), for (103c) directly concerns John,-while (119) was shows1 to
lack specificity regarding any particular persen. If (103c) is false,
then (103a) is false; but if (119) is false then not only (103a) but

any séntence of that form--i.e. any result of replaclng dohn by -
‘another singular term--will also be falsé. r Thexefo e, by exactly the
seme reasoning as was applied to factives, it “follGws that (103b), .

the denial of (103a) factlvely implies the cpnjunctlon of (119} with-
(1034). )
We _note in passing that our solution prov{&es for an interpreta-
tion that captures the germ of truth in Karttuneh's remark that (103b)
"implies" (103d) and that this mysterious implicatyjoh (supposedly
neither an entailment.or a presupposition) is supported by (103b)'s
allegedly presupposing (106), "Since we have seen.that (106) ought to
beé replaced by (119), we could refo¥mulate Karttunen's claim by saying
that (103b) implies (103d) in virtue of.its comnection .with (119). 1In
the terminology we have adopted, this clgim can be interpreted as -
simply encapsulating.the process of reasonlng which was uged earlier
to explain why negated factives afe heard as negatlons of ‘Bpecific
necegsary conditions. The speaker's evi¥ence for (103b) cannot, on
pain of gross triv1ality, bear on the falsity of ﬁhe general conditlon
(119); and since ‘possession of the requisite sort of neutral,.nen—
specific evidence is hlghly improbable, . we conclude that the spealggr's
evidence bears on the falsity of (103c), hence on the truth of (10 ).
Roughly: since (119) has, a conversatlonally privileged po.sn“.ion,'1:he.~
negatlon ‘glides past it and is heard as attaching to (103¢), yleldlng\
an assertion of (103d). It-.is in this sense that (103b) implies (103a)
"in ‘virtue of" its connection with (119). S

* So far we have shown that all of the felt implications df (1032) -
" and (103b) can be stralghtforwardly explained in terms off entailments
and factive 1mp11cat10ns, and'hence that theresis no residual datum _
ﬂrequlrlng the acceptarice of nonstandard semantic appyratus. Since
thls 1Sﬁall that we were strictly concerned to show, we eould stop
here: “ But it would obv1qpsly be desirable to have at least a rough
account of why people's int regarding implicative ¥erbs like
manage, exemplified 1n€KErttunen s ceims, are-in such a sorry state,’
Consider the sentence R :

.

- = (122) John didn't menage to solve the problem, but he
- solved it.. o a .-
. 53 0
Given our,results so far, (122).is not a contradlctlon. (It is at
best only what might be called a "factive contradiction" , i.e. a
sentence which facﬁnvely implies' something (here, that John, didn't
solve the problem) which is incompatible with what is asserted (here,
that John did solve the problem). Such sentences, resulting from the
expli¢it gancellation of a factive implication, are entirely acceptable
when put. 1nto.context ) "Similar observations hold of Karttunen 's .
other "implicatlve" verbs as well; contrary to what is implied by .
his text, e,g (123) and (12h4) », however contrived they may be; sre - -

> .
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surely. not contradictions either.

. #123) _John di?n't remember to -lock his door; having
©, forgotten to, B€ Tocked it inadvertently by -
. getting his eyebrow caught on the bolt.. -
(124) John didn't see fit to remain silent; Marsha
: sat on iﬁﬁ;ﬁf?%hffed,a large gag into his
mouth. . .

Just possibly Karttunen wants to insist that he simply cannot’
« accept (122), (123), or {124) under any circumstances, no matter How
contexts are filled im. Perhaps in Karttunen's speech, (103b) does
- . . necessitate (103d), and (122) etc. are simply contradigtions, despite
‘ appearsnces. But this can be so only if (103b) is something other .
. than the actual denial of (103a) for Karttunen or a speaker of his ¥
o ‘ persuasion. Without becoming .entangled in controversial syntactic,
hypotheses, we, can give at least a partial account of this phenomenon
4 in_ terms of oﬁ?-paraphrase (121). oL ’
. . ‘IF (103a) is paraphrasedﬁbyffiEi%j>:?en the natural paraphrase *
. for (103b) is - ' . )

«

- (125) It is not the.case that John solved the problem, x
- N\ . which wasn't an entirely easy thing to do. .
‘What is suggestive about (125) has 'glready been noted in our discussion
s of nonrestrictive relative clauses,.viz. in Dialeet A of English, (125)
' ' is umambiguously an internal negation-deriving from _ | . :
N , ¢
(126) ~ (John solved the problem) & (Solving the' problem ‘7

. . B . wasn't easy). g & -

* . \ v .

whereas in Dialect B (1325) is syntactically ambiguous as between (126)
. and (127). . ) . . . .
- . (127) ~ (John solved the problem & solvirg the problem . g y
- - wasn't easy). . o
- , .

n ]
s

s
e - . If (103a) and (121) share equivalent underlying.structures, then
_ presuinsbly so do (103b) and (125). But in Dialect A (125) derives \/\\
‘ . 7 from a structure whichentails both (103d) and (119). Consequently,s o
4 *"in Dialect A (103b) would genuinely entail (103d) and (119)" rather .
' . than merely factively implying them, and (122) would be a logical -
’ . contradictidn, In Dialect B, however, .(103b) would'share the ambiguity
of '(125), having one reading equivalent to (126)- and a distinct reading
equivalent to (127). In Dialect B, the ambiguity tends to be resolved
in favor of the logically stronger. reading on familiar grounds of .
conversational implicature; and (122) is felt'to be "almos?ra contra-
* sdiction" on the ground that (103b), though ambiguous, is of a form
whoge instances are much more gommonly construed as ;nternal negations.
’ Thus, at least some of the d@nfusion about.manage can be leid to .
the fact,that Dialects A and.B di n their syntactic treatment of

.
°
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2 _ the intuitive paraphreses of (103a) and (103b). Karttumen, we might

say, speaks On.behalf of Dialect A, whereas we have spoken on behalf,
of Dialect B. " But it is important to point out that this possible
difference between didlects does not jeopardize our earlier results,
which were obtained by treating (103b) as the denial (i.e. the external
rather than internal negation) of (103a). For if *(103b) is _unambiguously
an internal negatidn, whoBe underlyifig structure is equivalent to (126),.
then there are no puzzling data to be accounted for at, all: (103b)
would simply entail (103d) and (1i9). There could be no question of
EAN semantic presupposition in this instance, singe (103b), although it
necessitates (indeed, entails) the sentence (103d), is not the denial
\ of (103a). (103b)'s behavior would be totally irrelevant. It is
. * \only by allowing (103b) a regding equivalent to (127) that one can
. enerate any "felt problem" for whose solution an appeal to semantic = .
* presuppositions and quasi-logical "implications" might even conceivably
be hrelevant, viz. the "felt problem" of how (103b) could in some sense
imply> both (103d) and (I19) withaut actuelly entailing them. And, as’
, we have seen, this problem is solved. “Gompletely by recognition of the
, Trelevant factive lmpllcatlons Our final conclusion, then, can be
accounted for in purely pragmatic terms and without the invocation
of an unprecedented and ill-behaved implicative relation. .

- 3.5. -Counterfactlves . »

. . Factive verbs have negatlve tw1ns, viz. "counterfactive" verbs e
like pretenid, imagine, make believe,.etc. -Not surprisingly, it has

2;5751 been contended that sentences of the form * i Sy

(128) X is pretenaing that S. ’

—_— s -

. semantzc&lly presuppose the falslty of the sententlal complement S o
(Lakoff 1972, LangenBioen and Savin 1971). It has also been suggested -
(by Lakoff) that 'stress can effect a reversal of ‘presupposition, i.e.
that (129) normally necessitates the falsity of S, tut that (130)

v

necess'itates the truth of S. .
. '. . L ‘ L3 N *
S (129) X is not pretendlng Eé%-u ~§ i
‘ ’ (130) X is not Bretendlng that S. i . s

a  All of these qlaims seem to us to be clearly false Consider
the followjng expanded instances of (128)- (130) ‘

(131) a, , Susie is pretending that she 'is an orphan-- ,
- <. " little does she know that her vacationing
" ' parents were killed last week!
' b. Mary is not pretend1ng~tﬁht she loves John!--

S ‘Whatever gave ¥ou that idea? She's just,
Y ’ T e - being coquettish, but everybody knows she .
’ : o - really loves him.~ .. "
o ¢ ¢. Mary is not pretending that there is a spider .
. : - on her hand, She's Ehlluclnating, poor thing.
T . o N ’
» . N o v

. 5 N -
. E lC T ; I e ‘ . — " ‘
i . .. s ' 4 N . —
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(131g-c) show that the alleged necessitatiqns are all cancellable in-
context, hence-that they are*not instances of necessitation at gll.

" he correct account of the "implication" carried by sentences
of the form (128) is not semantic but pragmatic. In this case it~
seems to depend heavily on the particular sentences we substitute
for.s in (128).x Some pnstances of (128), such as the one” in (13la),
produce easily chncellable implications; others are harder to handle.

Let us take a particularly strong case, adduced by Lekoff"(;972):

(;325M Irv is pretending that he is in pain.\\\\\ .

It is difficult not to hear (132) as necessjtating

an °

-

o~ - R .
(133) Irv i€ not in pain.

@nd'aécordingly the sertence .

(13%) Irvis'pretending t@at.he is in pain, and he is
' in pain. .

-

>

soulds very odd,‘perhaés eve? "oontradictory" in some semse.
- On reflection, it seems that the reason speakers boggle at
sentexces like (134) lies in the fact that virtually all of us hold
certajn commonsensical-;theories about human psychology which are
j0h11y at odds with (134), One aspect of our sharegdy theory is
at all forms of fantasizing that somethihg is the caSe psychologi-
ally preclude simultaneous belief, on the .part of the subject, that
he fantasized state-qf-affairs really obtains. " (Some theorists might
aim that this principlé is g "conceptual truth"y or even that it
resses an entailment 8f {128}, not merely something which follows
from the conjunction of (128) with & contingént theory; it makes no -
! essential differenct to-what follows whether we say®that (128) .
theoretically implies ' - ' ’ -

' (135) K_doe} not believe that S. N

or whett®dr instead we say that (128).analytically implies (135). At
any rate; it appears that one of these two alternatives must be the
_correct one.) A second, &nd more clearly con;ingent,’principle of
_ our commonsense psychology is that pains are ineluctably conscious
phenomena, that pain-states are’ "self-inﬁ}mating". These two principles,
of belief-exclusion and self-intimation, serve o' rule out acceptance
of (134) in the following way. (134) entails (132), and (132) '
- ‘theoretically implies (136) by the principle of belief-exclusion.

s

.

o

= (136) . Irv dpésp't‘be;ieve he's in pain.
- s , L ‘ N R
- But (13%4) also entails (137), and (137), by thesprinciple of self-" ~
intimaticn, théoreticelly implies (138).
f = . / ? ‘ <' ‘ . *
© ° (13f) 1Irv,is in pein. .

© . (138) Irv believes that he'is in pain.

44
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(136) and (138), however, are mutually contradlctory.« Thus (x3k) i Tes
reJected as ‘a theoretical contradiction, i.e. somethlng which cannot ~.

be true if our homely psychological theories "are correct .

Notlce

that (132} theoretically 1mplieéigl33 in virtue of the same

1

princlples.

For suppose that (1

were true and (133) were false,

JAi.e. that (132) and (137) were both true.

We just:saw,” however, that

(132) theoretically implies (136)

s and (137) theoretivally—tmplies

(138). . But (136) ‘and (138)'

are jointly alsurd:-therefore (133) mustf-

given the truth of our theory--be true when - (132) is, i.e.. (132)
theoretically ifplies (133).
What.abeut the denial of (132).‘ The septence

R (1§9) IrV\}s not pretendlng that he's in pain.

<

theoretlcally Implles neither (ié%% nor (137)

we 'should have the absurd result, by contraposition, that (133)
.theoretically fmplyee (132), or that (137) theoretically implies
(132)!)" This observation is not surprising, since _although (132)

(If it implied either,

- strongly suggests (133),

(139)~-in our speech at least-~carries no

. strong presumption in favor of either (133) or (137).

Only swhen

(139)

N

is given spec

 (wo),

{ii stress, as in . . .

Irv is not gretendlng that\he is in pain.

*

But the source of

~

is there a strongly felt bias in favor of (137).
the bias is easy to locate. The heavy ‘stress in (140) conveys the
strong impression that the utterer thinks there is something in the - -
very nature of pretendlng which makes (132) false, i.e. some powerful
psychological ‘reasofi why pretense is ruled out. " And in tenms'of our
‘commonsense psxgtgfogy, the obvious reason is that Irv is in pain, )
which would “the ertically eliminate the possibility of pretense (or °
‘o perhaps the reason might be that Irv believes himself to be in pain,
" which is still engugh to rule out .pretense and which would ordinarily
- be enough to make us~say that Irv is 1n pain, since 1t is theoreticdlly
unlikely that he wesuld have this belief without actually being in. - -
paln) Other alfernatives, such as ‘that Irv is rehearsing for-a play
e ".< ‘in'which he has the role of a person suffering from great pain tend
" - to be discdunted because we have no very strong theoretical reasons = to.
for supp051ng that. ‘these alternatlves are really "intrinsically" Y .

.incompatible with pretense
" some sbrt). °.
The cancellablllty of the
P like pretend proves that these
‘presuppositiond. And the, ease
in terms of background _beliefs

{e. g?wlrv might be a "method" a

]

Telt 1mp11cat10ns of counterfactlves
implic#®ions cannot be gendine semantic
with which they can be accounted for
suggests tmat the presupposition

ctor of-_ :

enthusiast has fallen prey to.ah occupational hazard of armchair - R
semant1¢1sts, viz. conflating a matter of utterance—mEaning with the
utterer s accompanylng bellefs. . -

~
¥

’ i -

, 3. 6. . Orders and Questions .
- . All the alleged cases of semantlc presupp051tlon that we have
o considered so far have concerned declarative gentences, since’ semantic

'8 b8
. ' ,

L
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‘preSupposition is tyﬁically defined in terms of necessary conditions
for aésgntence's_having a-truth-value, and only declaratives admit -
of trut_—valuatfog. Yet ,some theorists have felt that interrogatives.
and imperétives stand to certain declaratives in relations which
are at least ,importantly analogous to semantic presupposition as
ordinarily understood. Consider, for example, the following pairs
of sentences: . . SN - T
v one . '-« - . @ ) (
- (141) a. Why'is he Moon made of green cheese?
b~ ..The Mook is made of green cheese.
(142) a. Shut thq doer! , .~
‘b, The door is not already shut.

&

It has been claimed that sentences like (1bla) and (1h2a) in some
sense "presuppose" sentences like (141b) and (142b) respectively
" . i(Kiparsky and Kiparsky 1970, Fillmore 1971). L
If we are to assess these claims about (141) and (142), we must

 have at least a rough-definition of the ingredient notion of "pre~ .

" supposition". The following seems to be approximately what the
présupposition theorist has in mind. ‘Interrogatives and imperatives,
though not truth-valued, have semantic characteristics which are
analogous to the possession of truth-values. Thus interrogatives
like (1h1a)==i.e. WH-questions--typically admit:of correct or incorrect
answers; and imperatives typically admit of being obeyed or disobeyed.
So we might speak of interrogatives as being "answer-valued'" and -
imperatives as being "obedience-valued". -Such a procedure would meke *
possible the following.definition:. ' . '

... (143) ‘An interrogetive/impetrative S; ‘semantilally
4 .. presupposes a declarative Sp iff 51 is answer-/
obedience-valued only if S, is true.

Consequently, the falsity of (1L1b) entails that (141la) cannot be
answered either correctly or incorrectly; and any Situation in which’
(142b) is false is a_situafion in whieh (142a) cannot be either obeyed
or disobeyed, So construed, the presupposition claim regarding (1k1)
and (142) sounds fairly playsible; let us now see whether it is true.
Genuinely®semantic presuppositions, we have repeatedly stressed,
are noncancellable. So our first move will be to show that the .
presuppositions allegelily involved in (141) and (142) can be cancelled.
Having thus established that -the relations are not semantic in
character, we shall offer an accounk.pof them~fh'purely pragmatic terms.
Consider first (1bla)— Logically speaking, the crucial feature
of (1hla) is that, like all "Why"-questions, it is a complex question
on @& par with the notorious ' : :

°

(1k4) Have you stopped beating your wife? N

. There is a’similar temptation to say that (14k) "cannot Y& answeréd"
. when a certain qonditionvfdlls, viz. whenStHé addressee fails ever
to have beaten his wife. But this is simply wrong. A complex question
like (1Ll) can straightforwerdly be answered in the negative by




. ‘ either (1k4Sa) Of*(ihsb)i ' "~ , \< .

’ . i \,
I3

L “(145) a. No, I haven't stopped--I m still doing it:
o b. No, Iﬁhaven't stopped—-for I never started' .

v
LIPS .

(145a) is the answer appropriate for a wife-beater, and (145b) for
one Who does not beat his wife. The only problem with a simple "No"
answer on the part of a ffon-wife-beatér is that, though absolutely
correct; it leaves open the question of the speaker's reason for
glVlng it. Now (141a) might receive either of two answers, viz.

(}h6a or (148b):

-
- i

= .f (146) . &. The Moon is made of green.cheese because...

b, It isn't. - - :}
( The Moon is not made of green cheese p
Since (lhlb) is talse, no -answer like (lh6a) w111 count as g correct"
wer. TFor (lb6a) offers an explanation, but an explanation with a
f8ls st be either logically defective or contain‘a B 3
false premise. Yey it would be rash to conclude from this fact that
(141a) dows not admit of gny correct ansyer. For (146b), we submit,
: - is the corrgct- answar tb (lhla) Of “course, (146b) does not have the
superficial XYorm of in explanatlong exemplified by (1k6a); but this
_i1s to be expexted. ust as one can reply to an accusatlon by-repudia=
- - ting it, so tpoTre can answer a complex Juestion like (1h1a1 by simply
- repudiating the qnestion itself. Arguments to the contrary seem to
rest on an equivocal use of answver. For it seems we have botl, a
. o superflclal and a semantic notion of "answer": we can thlnk of an
. answer, to a questlon as being a declarative sentence standlng to th% ?
. questlon in the appropriate surface-grammatical relatlon (as 41h6a)
- stands to (1h1a)), or we can think of an answer as beéing a sentence
- whlch (regardless of its supegf1c1a1 shape) is semantically approprlate
"to "the question _in, that what it asserts specifies one member of the
- relevant exclusive and exhansti#e ‘set ‘of ‘possible states of affairs;
even though the state of affairs, sq\spec1f1edﬁls not’ itself queried
-. by the speaker as part of his or her speech act. QThat possible state
- of affairs in which the moon is made of green cheese because Sy, that:
1n which the moon is made of.green chee$e because Sg, +++, and that in
. which the moon is not made of green c cheese are all the alternative -
] ’ pos31b111tres that there are. We assume here that~the'normal function
T~ . of a question is to solicit a preference for one member of some
partition on 1og1ca1 space. ) To say just this is only to offer a
. slogan, of course; extended discussion of semantical .issues wolld _be
required in order to make/this notlon of semantic appropriateness .
precise and to give it convincing motivation, as well as careful exam-
ination of the illocutionary structure underlying __z;questions and its
.~ relation to their semantic content. But, onge the two notion$ of .»
. ~ VYanswer" are distinguished, 1t is fairly plein that something like
, the latter notion is the only relevant one. (1h6b) is an answer to
(141a) because it accomplishes the desired speciflcation of one of
the relevant states of affairs; it is a correct answer because it is
true. And it should be noted that any ordinary speaker would accept ,
(1h6b) as a perfectly approprlate and fellcitous answer to (lhla)

- -~ “
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;“* o ‘j’"Eaused",the process Of becoming only beeause he could alter the past

/ /

(Tt may be true that (14la) itself is-infelicitous in some way when
(141v9- is false; certainly & speaker who uttered (1lbla) knowing that ' .« -
(141b) is false would be guilty of raising a,pointless question. .
But these facts (we shall argue more fully in Section b below) are oo
irrelevant to (1hla)'s semantic status in such a situation.) Since
the falsity of (141b) does not preclude the possibility of answering

(141a), (141a) does not semantically presuppose (1b1b) in the sense .
- demanded by (143). . N e N SR
: - Turning to (142a), we immediately notice that it adfiits of two e

nonequivalent paraphrases, viz.:(l?]a) and (147v):
" ’ N B

(1477 a. Cause the door to shut!
. b. Cause the door to become shut ! -

. (147a) has nothing to do with whether or’'not the*door is already shut;
if the door happens to be shut'already, one could obey (1472) vy
opening the door and then shutting it. Suppose, for example, that”
John is the sound-effects man at.a radio station. Among his equipment
is a portable door for meking slamming noises, He keeps this door .
shut at .all times when it is not in use, for, when open, it tends to

_get in his way and might slam shut at the wrSng moment-owing to a '
draft in the studio. At the appropriate point in the script, the L
director holds up a card on which (142a) is written; ‘John obeys this
direction by quietly opening his(portable door and then noisily
slamming it shut. Clearzy, it id the paraphrase -(147b) which seems
to have some essential cbnnection“with the truth of (1L2b)., So let
us- confine our attention to {1L47b). - _

Why carnot (147b) be Wbeyedr-or, f

at matter, "disobeyed"-- (//“\\‘
if the door is already shut? The reason seems=clear enough: as a

matter. of logic, nothing can become the case tiffless, for some )
_immediately prior stretch.of time, it Was not the' case. But if the

door is already shut, then it is too late to Fectify matters.l> So
& (142a) is like :

.

*  (148) sStop ‘World War II!

in coming too late to be obeyed. -But are matters redlly: so trans-
perent? We think not. To see why, let us indulge in a bit of science
fiction. Suppose that John possessés a timermachine. At time %, John
is given the order (142a). John already knew that the door was closed, - .
so he time-travels back t¢ a moment.prior to t, opens the door, and
time-travels forward to the moment immediately following t, whereupon
he proceeds to shut the door. What John was asked to do at t was to
cause the door to become shut (if not right away, then at least in
the near future). .But, as a result of lis time-trip, the door has
been open, for a stretech of time up to and including t, so it is mno
longer impossible that the dgor should "pecome™ shut. *° :
.One's immediate reactioh to such a story is t6 say that John ~

but that altering the past is impossible. But what sense of impossible
is involved herq? No doubt the laws of ngt » as.currently under=
stood, rule:out time-travel. But physical impossibility does not

{ s

te
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. entail 1og1cal imposs1b111ty To our knowledge, time-travel has never.
] ,been shown to be -a (1oglcally) self-contradictory notion. Yet if it
= . is‘granted that it is at least logically possible to alter the past,
“thus creaking a new future, then it seems one must also grant that it
) is at least logically _possible that (142a )--pargphrased by (147b)-=",
. " could be -obeyed even thqugh (142b) .is false at the time that (142a)-
e is uttered. AnAd.this bare possibility is enough to show that (1L2a)
‘ ' does not semantically presuppose (1h2b) On the contrary, it would be
. more accurate to say that the| falsity of (1W2b) at thé time (142a)
is uttered makes 'it phy31qally impossible to obey (lL2a)--a fact which,
whatever its intrinsie- 1nterest has no bear1ng on semantics. *
The point of asking a "Why"-question is o get én explanation. .
If one. ‘antecedently believes that there is no fact to be explained,
then one can rationally expect only two kinds of responses: an unsound
argument from a deluded hearer, or a flat repudlatlon of the question i
from an enlightened hearer. Under these circumstance®, asking {(1k4la)
.  when one takes (1L1b) to be false would be an exercise in futility. .
Similarly, the point.of ordering or requesting someone to do something
T A5 (normally) to get that person to do the thing in question. "If one o
antecedently believes that the action is in any sense 1mposs;b1e for
the agent,. then--unless one has some rather bizarre, purpose in mind-- |
there is no reason to waste effort in issuing an order or request.
Using a notion defined much earlier, ¥e could summarize all of this by
saying that (14la) and (142a) act-imply (1hlb) and (142b) respectively,
.i.e. the latter are "felicity conditions on" the speech acts normally
. associated with the former. . .
. There is an unfortunate tendency on.the part of some theorists to A
assume, tacitly ox expilcltly, that sentences.which exypress felicity
conditlons on a ,given speech act must{ﬁave some intrinsic semantic
connection with the sentences typically used to perform that act. And N
writers on speech acts (e.g. Searle 1969? have reinforced this tendency .
using the word presupp031tlon as a-catch-all designation both for -
cextain relations between sentences and for variaus pragmatic relations
between & speaker, a sentence, and an attempted speech act. The
underlying confusion is one between sentence-meaning and speaker- .
meaning. It is probably true that a speakerjaﬁo\utters a sentence/'S o -
- " in the attempted performance of a speech act A "gl?&s us to understand"

o
P
-

ll‘

’

~

follow that the sentences which formulate those conditions thereby in
any sense convey part of the meanlng,of the sentence & Thus, for
example, the sentence ‘

[ (149) John will be killed. ..

to give a'warning, and so on. Each of the followrng sentences .expresses
a fellcity condition for.one of these 'uses of (149): .« -

N

- -

v _ (150) a. THEspesker intends to kill John or o have
’ ' ) ) him killed. .{Promise)
: ; b. The speaker thlnks that the hearer doesn t
~ want to gee John killed. (Warning)

, : Sy, )
N v 49 ' - 4 Y

that certdin felicity conditions for-A are satisfied. But it does not «

mlght be qéed to make a promise, to glveﬂassurance, to mhke & predictiOn,lk~




)

e¢. The speaker hgs good reason to believe that -
John will be killed. (Prediction) . ‘

Each of (150a-c) is something which we might infer‘froﬁ an utterance

of- (149) 4n a certdlin context, i.e. each is-something we might infer v
from “the fact that that man (about whom we believe such-and-5uch) uttered
(149) in those surroundings (abdut ‘which we have certain other beliefs). .-
. But_none, of (150a-c) is something we sould infer from the sehtence (1k49)

in isolation. This becomes evident when we consider that felicity-%ondi-
tions for different speech acts may be incompafﬁble. For in addition

to (150a-c) we have - E ' :

~

.(151) The speaker thinks thé hearer does want té see -
, ‘ .John killed: {Promise) Ce

.

If any of (150) or (151) is a consequenbeebf (1k9) taﬁen in isolation,
then tggpe/is no reason why they should not all be consequences of

‘((lh9)--for they-are surely all on a par as falicity conditions for various
uses of, (149). But then we should have the absurd result,_that béth
(150b) and (151) are consequences of (149). (Surely there is nothing in
the literal meaning of the sentence (149) which in .any way swpports the
conclusion that- anyone who uttéred (149) would. have gontradictory beliefs.)
In practice, of course, no one would draw such a silly conclusion, pre-,
cisely because one, would think of (1L9) as uttered in a context where only
‘one speecB!?ct was at issue. But-this is just to concede oury print: (149)
act-implie® one or another of (150a~c) or (151) " relative to a given -

assumption about what the actual or ‘hypothetical utterer is'tg{igivzq

gocomplish; and act-implication is a concept of pragmatics, no emantics.,

, 3T Exiétqntial_P?Eiipp9§ition§% ' e " .
.Even if it is admitted that all ther foregoing sorts of presup- .-° |

* positiongéhave been disérediteﬁ, might still be thought that there is
“Q'qpélkind of presuppoSition whiZh is beyond reproach, viz.,the‘"existentia}&k

. prédupposition allégedly carried by sentences containing singular terms

: nhmeﬁ,aiimqpsf?atixe pronougs, and definite descriptions). ‘%grely it o

i1 be.’sald, any declarative sentence containing an "empty" £1.e. non-
deqp%% ) qingglaﬁyterm in én_?stehsipiy referential position is truth-

.value1§§ga;caﬁnbt'be‘used to make a statement, etc. Here we seem to have

a genuineg semantic’ reésuppogition: the existence of referents for the
ne tic P ppogitign: 3

’gppropriaﬁe‘tqéms appears t te'a nedesssry condition for a declarative
sentence to ha¥e astruth:vdlue. (And erference failures.in nondeclarative
sentences wi?i\havq cozfesbbnﬁﬁﬁg consequerices anent their semantic -
gnalogues of .truth-valdge.) *. ~ y.' . | 5 - . :
Let us begin our examifration of- thi's claim by turning to the most
venerable (and hackneyed) example in .the literature: . .
- ~ ‘s L N >Ny B :

As is_well'inde, (152)'hecessita§e§

»

‘: (153) There is a préBent.Kihg'éf France.




) St

. suggests (153),, ) " S

'f for Just the ultra-cautious . s

‘and it has widely been held that (152)" presuppo§es (rather than - )
entails) (153), on the grounds that -~ S

o -

(15h) The present King of France ig‘notﬂgald . . . e ’
also séems to necessitate (153). But the situation here is similar .
to those involv1ng nonrgstrictive relative clauses and cleft construc-
tions (cases 3. nd 3.2 above), in that we need to distinguish}external
from internal negation in order to determine. whether (35k), Yoth' is | S
the denial of (152) and does indeed necessitate (153), both ‘of which . :
“"econditions must be met if the "presupp031t10n‘ theorigt is to.make - .=
good his.claim. 3 L .
If (154) is the denial of (152), then (15h4) is equiyalent to -. <
I e ‘. ’ . o\‘
LI (155) It's not the case that the present King*of s
Franee ‘is bald. < ’

. A i

But, (155) obviously fails to -necessitate (153), since (1560 is consistent' ‘
\
(156) It's fot the case that the present King of France- ' '
. © -is bald, because there isn'tgany present’ King of , 5
) France. \ X
. - - I
And therefore (lSh) does not nece331tate (153) either. (Very likely - )
(154 ) is not equivalent to (155) but. rather to the internal negatipn :
of (152); but in that case it does not express (152)'s denial, . As in . .
cases 3.1 and ‘3.2, we need ‘take no stand on which logical form of forms .
(154) does in- fact express:) [(152), “therefore does, not. semantipally
presuppose (153); and since (as is agreed on all sideg) it does . )
necessitate <(153), it presumably entails it. Of céursy, this.> - Y
conglusion commits us to saying that .(152)'is false-when (153) ig T
false, as Russell originally,contended. > 5 2
~.We shall deal in Section 4 below with a well-kriown objection raised_ .
by Strawson .(1950) against Russell's ‘claim; we sh&ll argue that the
obJection is- reVealmﬁBl\ defective. In the meantime, we ought to take °
account of a- 11ttle-remarked fact, recently pointed out by Atlas, (1975): .
that, to most speakers, even the explicitly external negation (155) ..

4

.The 'cOrrect explanation, weqbelieve, is of & relatlvely familiar "
sort. As in some.of our previous cases negation, (155) can be - .
.verified by (at least) two distinct and exhaust;ve sorts of situation. A BN
there being a presént King of France who is: non-ba@d and there s1mply LA,

being no (unique) present King France. - Thé.utterer of (155)’mlght .
have either of_ these p0351ble Qﬁtuatiqns as.his or her grounds. (It . *
is of course pdssible for the Speaker to have\nonspecific evidence ¢
i 3 e . ;

7 4 a o
#(157) Either ther is flo present ﬁing of'France\or e
thére is Qn; who is n bala

_ 7 P e

Y ’ .
But, as in the case of, negated knowledge- entenées, it is unusual tg B
expect.Such a’ situatlon, i.e. onp\in whi eur set. of; well-supporte
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f‘;. w7 backgpound'fheories entails (157) or the equivalent. '

e -~

o y" (158) If there is no present King of France who is™
" non-bald, there is no present King of France.

. i s - - i L'.M\ ‘ .
RO _but does not entail the truth of either of (157)'s disjuncts. So the
W Yy o possibility of the speaker's having stuch nonspecific evidence i§
" e statistically; less likely than either of the other two options.)

“mw Thus, probably either “the .speaker actepts (159) or the speaker
accepts (160) [ ’ -~ .‘ . N r ~ ‘ ~

-

e, (159) There is a present King of Francé who is mon~-bald. °
' C ;9 (160) There is no present King of France. ;
. oﬂﬁﬁﬁ + A familiar asymmétry dis%inguishés these two alternatives, I; \\
RS either \case, the speaker's utterance of (155) must be regarded 'as an ~
, ' understatement, since on either hybothesgg the speaker, would be in a
RN position to be more specific about his or her grounds. But the degree
N . 'of understatement differs widely; for (159) and (160) are respectively
~ S the denials of B ‘ P \
: e i ) ) o
. {161) 1If anything is a present King of Frange, then’
. that thing is bald. | -
, and (153), which can be seen to ve something very like respectively "
¥ _specific and general conditions for the truth of (152).. ‘ .
- (161) and- (153) are not literally specific and general -conditions,
o as we have defined the latter terms, since neither mentions afy T
* particular individual.’ Being genéral statements’ (containing only : .
A " logical operators and predicates), they are, if they can be said to "o
- ; “be "about! anything, about.classes:or properties. Let us paraphrase ’ :
+(159) and (160)--their denials--very crudely in terms of properties:
a >~ «” - N L . ¢ L
o . (162) 'The property of being a present King of .France :
and the propefty of ‘being non-bald share an - ‘
. 0 s e D instance. ‘ S Tl -
o7 ' : +(163) - The property of being a present King of France'
' ’ ° o is: unexemplified. . o : ' '
. - And (155):° SR S . S 3 .
> ' > . ' ‘ .0 5 v . ., . !
N #- . (164). It's fot the casé -that the property of being a
N . T e present King of France and the property of being -
~ - ‘ ' bald share an iﬁsta{ﬁce. o7 R

" Now Grice's Maxim of Relevance alerts us that terer of (155)/
(164) wants to tell us something about the rg#ation between the property
Ly of being & present King'of France and the peregty of being bald--
) othekyisqﬁgeh ion of both would.intreduce irrelevance. Suppose the
. utterer has' (159)/(162) as his or her evidence for, (T64). The
S, & « - - gfonjunction;bf (162) with the background assumption thai the property
of being a present King of France-has at fiost one ingtance entails -
BT (164). .On this hxpothesis the. speaker ig guilty of slight understatement,
’ ) PR \'< ’ .
A - e e e . - . .« -
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being in a position to utter the stronger (159)/(162) itself. But .
suppose that the speaker' s evidence is rather (160)/(163): As before,

the speaker is guilty of understatement. But this understatement is
far more dramatic: for if (160)/(163) is true, then it's not the

case that the property of being a present Klng of France shares an, <L

1nstance with any-other property, let alone’ that of belng "bald, Thus,
on the hyppthesis that (160)/(163) is the speaker's evidence for,
(155)/{16L4), the speaker's allusion to the property oft ‘being %ald in
particuliar, becomes inexplicable, and v1olates the Maxim of Relevance.
“As-usugl, we as hearers take the path of least reslstance and inter
that the speaker's evidence is (159)/(162) rather than (160)/(163).
d (159) entails the\existence'of a King--hence the suggestion garried
by (155). " .
If there is any weak spot in the fore301ng aeccount, it is in
our parenthetlcal and rather gquick repudlatlon of the'pbssibility that
the utterer of 155 ) may have nonspe01f1c evidence, i.e. that* he or
she may remain agnostic on the question of the existeqce of-a present
King. As we have said, we believe“thaf this circumstance is (as things
stand) unllkely, for reasons parallel to/dhose we gave in favor of our
similar claim in the case of negated knowledge-sentences. But the
present cgse does, not seem to us quite so obvious; it is perhaps less
" unlikely tha someone's set of well-established background theories

should suppert (157) in the relevantly agnostic fashion. At any rate, ./~

there are further considerations we can bring to bear against the
nonspecificity hypothesis in this case. '

" . Notice first’ that-LlSQ contains what we have called’an emphatlc
construction. Fbr on our accouht, (153) is tr1v1ally entailed by, and

¢ {we would further want t0'say) is at least loesely "part of the meaning

of" (152), and Fet the entailment Bears less than the standard amount

" of empha51s--hence our reluctance (see Section 4.1.1 below) to judge \
that (152) asserts (153). Thus, the (along with possessive pronounss
and whatQVer other definite descrlptors there .may be) performs a de-
emphasizing function, among others. “And if so, ‘then (by Pr1n01ple\H)

.it performs the same de-emphasizing function in‘ (155) as it does in
(152) viz. that of diverting focus from the existential implication
‘of the clause in which it occurs in semantic structure. Relatively
speaking, then, the stope of°(155)'s negator stresses the predicate,
directing’ the hearer's "attention to the property of baldness. Now we
can rais€ the same sort of explanatory question that we did in case
3.2 (that of negated cleft sentefices): If the utterer of (155) is wholly
noncommittal as to his or her eVldence, i.e. if he or she has nelther
(159) nor® (160) as specific groynds, then what accounts ‘for the
(relative) emphasis, on the predlcate bald, which rather conspicuously

. characterizes (159) but not (160)? In the absence. of any offsettlng
gcontextual factors, we ought to and do conclude as hearers that the
speaker does have (159).in mind; and (159) entails (153). - .-,

N At this point an exceptionally interesting sadellght appears.

v Notice first that the force.of an emphatic comstruction comes in
degfees, some suc¢h constructlons emphasize or de-emphasize more than
others. For example,-a descrlptor while it de-emphasizes its own
existential implication, de-emphasizes its own uniqueness implication

.
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even more. (We are somewhat disinclined.to say of an utterer.of (152) ' .
-. that he or she "asserted" that there is a present King of France; but”

we are far more st¥ongly disinclined to say:of.the_same'penséh that

A ]

‘. ‘he or she’ asserted that there aren't two or’more present Kings. And,*", .
. -while we arg somevhat loath to say that (160) "contradicts" (152), we

are mach more lodth to say that . ' ' .
e L (165) France has three*.Kinfgs,ia.i:' present. v e s B
“ o & X e \-4‘*'. P Ty - r )
K hd . ) - T o~ - ) .
R does.) To take a second eXample, a destriptor doés not de-emphasize
Wits' ,egcistential. implicat ion\a/s .strongly as. : oL
SRR 3 Y T .- oV
-, LIRS . » i ‘.
v o (366) “It was John who robbed‘the diaper service. : -
N . . o . “" T - e t
g TS s : e : . . : '
~,  emphasizes the '_rolg of its mgent, and the latter sermtence in turn does :
not emphasife so ‘strongly as does " .
% N . 0
- . | ~ . \ -~
~ ’ (‘:}‘67),};)11: was John-=John, do you hear,, dammit!, not. ~
- e Sheila--%ho Tobbed-the diliper service,. )
Lol S w ’ . . . .
5y Notice, second, that the likelihood or imlikelihdod of a speaker's

having fionspecific evidence for uttering the denial off'a sentence whose

truth depends on a gene¥al and & gpecific condition also comes in

- degrees X We have seen that nonspecific evidence is exceptionalﬁ

unlikely in,the case of negated }mowledge-séntencesa. . It seehs somewhat *

~ 1less uplike,ly"in'the",present case of negated s.ub.ject,*-predicate sentences,

And it’is mot at all rare in the case- of cleft sentences. (166} has as
gener,di'ana specific' éonditions (168) an&o(16§) respectively. .

[}

‘ 5\ ' . 'pf’\ & ) 3 .

. ST (168). The diaper servicg was robbed. - - L el
. {169)" If the diaper service’was robbed, then John i )
- . ’ robbed it. ~ ° ! oo,
And someone might. quite eas;lly%'fave'evider'rce for'the conditional . ’
é . G\
- (170) '1If the diaper service was robbed, then John did -
. not rob'it. . : . ) ' .
. x . '
without having specific evidence against either the*genéral' or the .

specific condition. ?the presugpption of a negated cleft sentence i$
" . .not a case of factive implfcation.) * | , o7 .
. What is remarkable is that these two-magnitudes,-at least im - .
the cases we hax%ichosen to discuss, vary inversely. - In our*host
obvious case of factive implication, that of negated knowledge--
gentences, no emphatic construction is-in play. And in the cases in
which emphatic construct{ons are most bbviously responsible for the
"pragmatic suggéstions in question, (3,1.. and 3.2.), even though L
'+, Mgeneral"/"specific" structure is present in or can be imposed on .
them, the possibility -of the spgaker's hating nonspecific-evidence
£5r’ the ‘denial of the relevant conjunction is not strikingly unlikely
or pemote. Tinally, our present case of sYightly marginal or dubdous
uniikelihood is also a case in which an emphatic construction figufes‘
.but in which that construction is not, 80 strongly emphatic as those
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- which occur in the cases which simply. fail to support'a clalm of
factive implication.
We cannot imsgine why this inverse dependence obtains, if it

does obtain in general. ~There is certaihly no obvious connection .
between (on the one hand) the superficial- emphatic properties of
cértain sentences, dnd “(on the other) the probability or improbability
of certain sorts of factual situations. ' The only hypothe31s that
oecurs to us is one which lends pleasing support to our suggestions
.'80 far: that when speakers wish to implicate somethlng by meeng of a
negated sentence which can b€ construed in terms of "general" and
"speeific" conditions but which®(for reasons of likelihood and
" unlikelihood) does not support a factive implication, they implicitly
recognize the latter weakness and opt. for the more superficial and
hence more easily controllable device of emphasis, as a surrogate for
the more natural variety of pragmatic suggestion.

In‘offering our total treatment_ of ( (152), we have exploited the

' fact that the present King of France, though it lacks & denotatum,
nonetheless contributes meaning to the sentence(s) in which it occurs.
On our viewj'lksingular terms, this means'that the.present King of
France as it occurs in (152) is a "singular" term only superficially--
semantically, it 'disappears on anlaysis” in precisely Russell's way.
Thus, it is being used attrlbutlvely\(Donnellanl1966), or non-rigidly
(Krlpke 1972). But what of s1ngular terms that are not semantically
structured in this way? _ Pace Russellwmwho held that all singular
terms of natural languages are or abbreviate superficial descriptions
used attributively, most of us-believe that some singular terms,
primarily proper names, are semantically fused--that they have no
hidden semantic structure, but funttion solely in such a way.as to
pick out partlcular individuals as their respective referents.
Virtuallyfall proper names-have this "purely referential” use; and,

- it Donnellan }(1966) i rect ‘on some further points, sometimes
deflnlte descrlptlons gdyzoo . .

" What, then, about a nondenoting name or a. descrlptlon which is
not being used attrlbutlvely,‘whlch does not vanigh in favor of its
hidden structuge in Russell's way? That is, suppose .a singular term

" (say, the superficial subject.of an atomi¢,sentence) has neither a
semantic connotation nor = denotat10n° What we believe is that
Russell was exactly right- in| clalmlng that ™he meaning of a gehuine
£i. e.-purely referentiall naﬁe is its begrer", or, less metaphysically,
that a genuine name has meaning or significance only insofar as it
serves to defiote what it denotes. Consequently, a connotationless

) ggg denotationless nameg is, 11teré1}y, a meaningless particle--not
a word of our 1anguage And a strlng whlch contains it is therefore
simply ungrammatical, 1qll-£ormed. Thus, there is:at least this case

in which reference fallure glves rise to truth-valuelessness. For a
strlng.such as ) e

[T N . 1)
-t I !

v [

- . b - .
(171) 'Kanrog rides. poorly. -

-

. where nrog nelther carries attrlbutlve connotation nor denotes
anything, i¥ not, a sentencg, but merely a surface predlcate preceded
by-a meaningless ‘mark or. noise; thus, it 1s obv1ously ‘neither true nor

*
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- false. This, however,-is cold comfort for the champion of truth~
, ///) valueless sentences. (Note that the .alleged presupposition in this
v . case, ’ ’

(172) Kanrog exists. T <
* 48 i11-formed as, well, for the same reason. It would be quixotic’
indeed to insist of one string of gibberish that it "semanticelly
presupposed” another string of gibberish.) ) T
Our thesis concerning nonattributive but nondenoting superficial -
names may .atrike *‘ne readers as being obviously false. Consider ’

(173). John loves Mary.
There is an inclination to say that (173) Just is grammatical, whether
. or not the names Johp aqd Mary are imagined to refer to anything. But
\ ‘ _ we intuitively regard,(173) as grammatical only because we know that
! these exprgssioﬂs are commonly used as names of persons._ Compare -

r

.
(]

(17T Flork loves glork. . :
- . -
Is (174) grammatical or not? If {174) is considered in isolation from
any particular context of utterance, “this question cannot be answered.
If we are told that flork and glork are names, then our puzzlement *
venishes: (17h4) gets treated Just like (1%3). But to be a nonattribu-
tive name, an expression must be used by someone as a name of something.
Names are very special lexical items. Except in a loose way, they do
not M'velong" to any particular language but are the transitory
_contributions of particular groups of speakers to the businéss of
speech. The grammaticality of (17k) is relative to en assumption
about the semantic status of flork and glork, i:e{ an assumption to
- the effect that the feal or -hypothetical utterer of (17h4) employs .
" " these expressions as names of actual 'things or people.
. Strictly speaking, a sentence-type is true, or false, only .
) relative to an assignment of denotata to its demonstratives, indexicals
. , gnd genuine names. A particular token of (17h4) will be grammatical: L
on its occasion.of utterance only if ‘denotate are in fact assigned on
. that occsasion t6 the ingredient tokens of flork and glork, i.e..if
those tokens are usgd by the :spedker on that oeccasion to name’ some-
, thing; and our token of (17h4) will have a definite truth-value deter- '
° ., mined by the amatory relations’of the objects 'so’ named. If the . |
g utterer is--improbgbly--failing to name anything 6h that occasion, then
' "hise ukterance (l?h% }acks a truth-value in virtue of .being ill-formed.
_ « Purther development of this point, especially its éxtension to
. aover demonstrative pronouns and purely referential definite descrip- -~
« ’ tions, yould require extensive Qiécussion‘of the natuyre of reference .-
and the syntactic and semantic repercussions of the distinction between
Co "referential" apd "attributive" occurrences of singular terms--all of
which is beyond the scope of this essay.l7 But “we think_ we have-
T succeeded in motivating the claim that not even the admitted truth-
- - - . valuelessness of tﬁe rare construction just discussed requires the
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e semantdcist to forsake the framework of classical two-valued logic
. in_favor of an encumbrance of novel semantic apparatus. . .

3.8. Cognterfactual Conditionals. N - .

L e Counterfactual conditionals-are frequently cited as bearers of
semantic presupposition, although there §s some dlsagreement abou
-the content- of these presupposltlons. Sentences of the form

. {175) If it were the case that S, then it would be
. R the case.that So« . .
and their. cognates are sometimes said to presuppose the falsity of :
- both S1 and Sp {Lakoff 1972) and somet imes sald.merely to presuppose . )
the falsity of S; (Karttunen 1971a).. We agree that, at least with .
respect to their antecedents, counterfac%ual conditionals do carry )
certain implicatlons,,but we deny that these implications amount to
semantic’ presuppositions. :
Consider first the consequents of such cond1tlonals. . Genuine
semantic presuppositions are noncance11able but the insertion into
the consequent of the adverb still has precisely: the effect of cancel- .
llng any apparent presupposition of its falsity. Thus the true

sqriges R *
(176) If I were a whale, I would be a good swimmer.‘r*

suggests that the speaker is not a good swimmer but loses thls suggestive -
force when expanded into the equally true sentence ] -
. (177) If I'were a whale, I would stlll be a good swimmer.
Indeed, (177) seems to entail that the speaker is a good swimmer. So : -
counterfactual condltldhals do not semantically presuppose the fals1ty
of their consequents, though they often defea81b1y suggest the latter.
Moreover, the negations of counterfactual conditlonals often fail
to suggest——much 1ess t0 necgssitate—~-the falsity of ‘the embedded
consequent . Considér the fol sentences: .

”

-

(178) a. If I.were unconsclous; I could move my arms.

. *b. It is false that if I were unconsclous, I :
N - ' ' could move my arms. . . ) P
- . By 1ts€rf, (178&) Qoes seem to suggest that the speaker cannot move
his arms; but (178b) carries no such implication. In uttering (178b) 5 St
a speaker is concerned to deny. a certain conpectlon between two poss1b1e ’
states—of-affalrs, viz. his‘being unconscious &nd his being able to
move his arms; but he does’not seem tosbe. saying, - ovgrtly or by
implication, that he canngt in fact move his arms. Genulne semantic
presuppositions of'a sentence must attach both to that sentence and its
denial. So the failure of (178b)<to imply-what is allegedly implied
. . by {178a). shows that (178a) itself does not semantically presuppose the
. - falsity of its consequent,
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However, even unnegated counterfactual conditionals do not uniformly
suggest or imply the felsity of their consequents. Whether or not the
suggestion is present appears to be largely a matter of extralinguistic
stage-setting rather than a feature af. the cqnditional itself. To
take another example, the implication of falsity is manifestly absent
when we use counterfactual conditionals to speculate about possible
explanations of some admitted fact. We &11 know that Ford became
President upon the resignation of Nixon. Suppose .someohe asks for
some other possible ways in which Ford mightihave beiahe President.

Then . . ’ )

* e

* . _ ) . - .
(179) 1If Nixon had been assassinated, Ford would have
become President. ~ .

is a perfedtly true and acceptable answer "which, in.context, carrites / ’

no implication that -Ford did not become President.

Indeed, there is an important linguistic job done by counterfactua
condi§ionals with (putatively) true consequents, viz. that of formula-
ting tentative or conjectural explanations of apparent facts. ' As will
be argued below, countérfactu%} conditiqnals minimelly carry a "pre-
sumption" of lack of firm commitment to the truth of the antecedent,
which makes them ideal for offering speculations and guesses about
the causes of phenomena. For if one is convinced that,” say, tbe
sinking of the ship’was caused by a torpedo,-one would say that it
- Sank because it was torpedoedj but if, one is‘merely casting about for

. sufficient reason for the sinking, one might say that if it had been,
torpedoéd, it would have sunk. In light of these facts, the claim |
that counterfactual conditionals "presuppose" the falsity of their
conseqdents in any sense Seems too insubstantial to warrant further

. consideration, and will subsequently be ignored. T ¢;§g§‘

~ In contrast, counterfactual conditionals with recognizably oWf’

putatively true antecedents virtually always sound radicglly odd~--so.
odd that -many’ have been willing to say that the whole conditional is
truth-valueless in virtue of violating an alleged sementic presup- -
position of the fal$ity of the antecedent. Nevertheless, there do seem

to be eircumstances in which this "presuppogition" tan-be cancelled. ...

Consider the following sentence:

//7-."‘(180) If there were' a God, it would be foolish to disobey
iR, . , .

--If anyone wefe to utter (180), he would certainly suggest to his °
audience that ‘he‘is an .atheist. But an agnostic, who is neutral about
Theism, might wish to utter (180). without compromising his neutrality.
"And it looks as.if he could do so by igserting an appropriate '

;‘ disclajmer,-as in (181): S

(181) , If theré were a God--and, mind you, T don't think ‘
. . . we're Justified in saying that there is or isn't-- :
. e it would be foolish to disobey Him. .

. B s ) P ‘\~ . . )

Some 'speakers of English might prefer the indicaﬁ}ve to the subjunctive

' o
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here; but in spite of any stylisticeoddity, (181) appears to be a.
coherentr(nqpcontnadictory) and noncommittal remark. If 5o, then
(180) does not semantically presuppose the falsity of its antecedent.
* An even clearer case in which. the presumption of falsity is
cancelled has already been invoked: that in which we are casting
about for tentative or conjectural explanations of an apparent fact.
(182) If the ship had been torpedoed, it would have
sunk; and if someone. had bored a hole in i%,
it would have sunk;- and if it had sailed
directly into a tidal wave, it would have wunk. ..
=-which do you think s the true explanation?

a

N e

(]

~

does not‘bdntradict ;he;éssugption that at least one of the three .
suggested:explanations is true. Similarly, consider a person reading

the news of the naval disastex for the first time, and musing.
e LY

(183) So the Nikite Knrushchev went down...That would
have happened if the CIA had hed it torpedoed.’

3
y

(183) is certainly compatible with

[

(184) fThe TIA had the Nikita Khrushthev torpedoed.

There i$ also.a difficulty about negated counterfactuals with-
true antecedents. If sthe falsity of the antecedent were semantically
presupposed, -then a counterfactual conditional with a true antecedent
and the negation of that conditional would presumably both be truth~
valueless. But this does not square with the fact that we often )
regard negated counterfactual conditionals as true even though the
conditional has a true antecedent. Consider the following sentence:

- M A . .
(185)" If the earth were a spheroid, the people in the
Southern regions would fall off.

Suppose (185) is asserted by a naive defender of the flat—éqrﬁh

1t

hypothesis. A perfectly natural reaction is to say "That's false!l
or to counter with ) ¢
, - . - . .
P } ,
©c . (186) /It is.false that if the earth were a spheroid,

~—;citing as our reasén for the truth of

in the indicative mood,

" |

' " £he people in the Séuthern regions would fg}&*
' | off.

B t
A

(186) the theory of,

Although this response could perfectly well be couched

the choice of the subjunctive is warranted by

our desire to deny Just what the utterer of (185) asgserted. Y
“Similarly, certain unnegated counterfactual conditionals are

retrospectively called "trdg" or "aorrect" when, at a.later date,

crhvitation.

their antecedents and consequents are found ‘to be-true and suitably

related. Suppose, e.g. that a nineteenth-century medical skeptic
had contemptuously uttered (187): ' o, ’
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e ) A
+ . (187) 1If infections were caused by microdrganisms,
. then infections could be cured by injection
\ of chemicals hostile o these microdrgenisms.

: fgagz we regard both the antecedent and consequent of (187) as true
- and elated by known laws, and we deem this a sufficient (though
certainly not necessary) condition for saying ‘that the nineteenth-
century skeptic was "unwittingly right"--i.e. that what he said was
. true, not truth-valueless. Of course, if someone were to utter (187)
. today, we would regard his remark as bizarre; but (187), thought of
as uttered a century aga, is quite acceptable. All of the foregoing
facts are inexplicable én the assuﬁpﬁibﬁ5£Hét}é§%§térfactual'condi- )
., -tionals , semantically presuppoée the falsity of“Their antecedents.’
N What all of this suggests jis that the oddity in question.attaches
not to the counterfactual conditional itself, but to utterances of the )
« . conditional in certain circumstances. The oddity, in other words, is
pragmatic -rather than semantic. One who utters an instance of (175)
' "represents himself", at least'for the sake of argument, as not .
pelievidk 81 to be true. . It would be incorrect to say that h€ repre-

‘ sents himself as positively disbelieving Sj, .since it is allowable that
he: should have no firm opinion about the matter. The presumption is
merely that the utterer lacks (or cobperatively feigns to lack)
commitmént to the truth of S;. (This is especially evident with future-
tensed counterfactuals, for we are less sure of the future than vwe.are

_  ,ofthe past.) And the oddity arises when we impute to the actual or
hypothetical utterer the belief that 5] is true. What we need now is

‘an account of why the oddity arises. We shell tentatively contend
that counterfactual conditionals conversationally imply that their

. antecedents are not presumed true. To show this, however, we must
have some prior account of the semantics of such locutions to serve
as our guide. . h :

The traditional account of the truth-conditions for sentences
of the form (175) held that .a sentence of this form is true ‘if and
only .if the conjunction of S1 with certain "ootenable" .premises
(typically thought of as formulations of laws of nature), entails Ss.
But it proved impossible in practice to provide a precise formal
definition of cotenability which would result 'in the valjdation of
just the favored counterfactuals. Subsequently, David s (1973)
has provided. an elaborate possible-worlds semantics fgf counter-~
.factuals which, as-a valuable corollary, makes possiple a wo;kable

‘ o definition of cotenability and hence a defensible version of the
’ traditional truth-conditions for counterfactual conditionals. Sinee
Lewis' account is, for better or worse, the only viable candidite
presently on.the scene, We can do no better than provisienally “to
K opt for it and %o argue that it provides & basis for our’ contention
Lo~ théat counterfactual condifionals conversationally imply, that their .

»

- o

antecedents are not presumed true. ‘ Co

) For our purposes, fthe crucial feature of Lewis' ‘analysis is'>
that counterfactual conditicnals with true antecedents “turn out to
be semantically equivalent €o mere material conditionals, hence to,
& have the same truth-values as their consequents. For example

- -~ . . .
.
s .
- N - ,
. 5
. . .
4




-

(188)

If Nixon had resigned, Ford would have become )

.

President., .

3 |

counts as semantically equivalent to

*

(189)

.} .
Nixon resigned D Ford became'fresident:

and is thus counted as a true sentence. This procedure has some .
intuitive plausibility with regard to sentences like (188), but may "
seem artificial or even wrong when applied to sentences like

(l90) If cows wére mammals lemons would grow on trees,

Since beth the antecedent and consequent of (190) are trué, Lewis
would count (190) itself as true.
since ordinary speakers of English probably would not knbw what to say
about (190). There is some~inclination to" say that (190) is false on
the ground that the states-of-affairs described by antecedent and

consequent -are irrelevant to one another.

But it is difficult to give

-

o
N

any pretheoretical Justification for this intuition.
that cows' being mammels is irrelevant to lemons'
could itself be p?maphrased counterfactually by (191):

p (191)
COWS were mammals or not

o

and (191) in turn seems to smount to (l92):

For the claim

growing on trees

Lemons would grow on trees regardless of whether

l

This is admittedly somewhat artificial, _°

X N (192) If cows were mammals, lémons would grov on trees; .
: o T . ahd difcdws werén't mammals, lemons would grow on’

tie sy = trees. , . y

.\‘\:: ;&: e . “

It"is easy'to imagine someone uttering (192),

e.g.

if he were not sure

+ whether cows are mammals or not but were certain that the outcome

-

makes no.difference to how lemons grow.

But (192) is a conjunction,

hence is true if and on1y if bath conjuncts are true.

Yet one of

" these conjuncts is none other than the troublesome (190).

So what

oa

has become of our intuition that (190) must be false®

Sentences like (190), regarding which we hate little.in the way
of cllear and consistent semantic intuitions, are just the sort whose
semantic status requires adjudication by a full-blown semantic theory
of counterfactuals. Since, in default of an articulate rival vg «

. ‘have opted for Lewis' theory, and since that theory is otherwise * -.

elegant and powerful, it would be unreasonable to balk at its conélu-
] 51$ns regarding counterfactual conditionals with true antecedents.
(After ali, a theory may be allowed t% override an’intuition it
- contradicts’ if it can satisfactorily explain why we have that mistaken .
intuition. The apparent motion of the sun overhead does not glve
+the lie to heliocentricity. Similarly, as we shall show .below, -
wtreating couhterfactual conditionals with true antecedents as semanti-
cally” equivalent to material conditions does enable us to explain
why such sentences evoke puzzlement. ) .
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o ‘ Given Lewis' theory, it is éasy to see what is wrong with - *
e uttering a counterfactual conditional in circumstances where the
antecedent is presumed true. Suppose, e.g. 41hat John utters

- sy

" (193) If Mary were in town, she would contact her
*  parents. ) R

- ?

We could then reason as follows. If it is presumed that Mary#% in
‘town, then (193) is to be regarded as semantically equivalent«to

.o . (194) Mary is in town D Mary contacts.her parents.
‘But (194), together with our presumption, entdils that Mary has
contacted her parents. Since We normally assume--as & matter of
conversational etiquette--that people are speaking truly, it must -
also be presumed that Mary has contacted her parents. But in light

of these presumptions, the utterer of (193) is fully entitled to .
assert - . ‘ -
& .Y .
(195) Mary is in town and has contacted her parents. ‘

(195), however, is semantically much stronger than (194), hence--on
our present view--much stronger %h (193). -So why ¢idn't the utterer
of (193) utter (195) instead? In other words, to utter (193) when its
antecedent -is presumed true is to violate the Maxim of Strength, which . e
ictates that one should not say significantly less than one is entitled
: to say. Therefore, from the assumption that the utterer of (193) is -
obedient to the conversational Maxims we may derive, via the Gricean
b » - - inference-schema, that’the antecedént of (193) is, not pypesumed fo°‘be .
) true. This explains our assumption, as hearers, that the utterer of & o~
counterfactual does not believe its antecedent to be true. v .
- : In general, the actual truth-value of the antecedent has .nothing =
. directly to do with the conversational deviance of a given utterance ‘
of a counterfactual conditional. Rather, such deviance is a matter of i
whether the context of utterance is such as to generate a presumpfion ».§¥<,
of the antecedent's truth, i.e. an imputation to the actual or hypo- A

thetical utterer of belief in the antecedent, real or merely.feigned

- for the sake of argument with or about some contextually involved . .
believer. When this presumption is present, we cannot make sense Of ’
] /’7-' a person's uttering the counterfactual conditional. in question,-gince -
' the uttered sentence conversationally implies the~absence of that
© presumption. . - ’ : g o -~

It is much harder, even with the aid of Lewis' theory, to explain -
& .o the .further strong inclination felt by some hearers to go on to infer
. that the speaker (or whoever) .positively believes the antecedent to be
' . falsey although we have argued above that the latter "suggestion" is
' -+ easily cancelled at least for seantic purposes. Previous strategies .
' - are unavailable here: Counterfactuals per se contain. no emphatic
" 'constructions; nor do- they have sets of "general' and "gpecific”
. conditiors on their truth; nér do any further Gricean considerations
geem to help. Insofar as the .alleged positive suggestion of the e

. : - falsity of a counterfactual's antecedent i$ consideréd a real and ’
‘hard datum, it is one which we have ygt‘tp handle. .

* oAy
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) presumption as well, will be suggested in Section 5 below.
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Moreover, even our foregoing explanation of the unacceptability
of uttering a counterfactual with an antecedent presumed to be true -
must be regarded as tentative, since it rests on a rather unintuitive
consequence of a theory which, though elegant, is by no medns firmly
established. An alternative expignation one that covers the stronger
In any
case, it' is clear enough that the claim that ¢counterfactuals semanti--
cally presuppose the falsity of their antecedents has little or nothing
to recommend it, and in addition renders 1nexplicable many of our every=
day _responses to counterfactuals and their negations.

¥

.- - /

b, Sources of the Myth.

' The notion of "semantic presupposition” is, we believe, an epi-
phenomenon of the unfortunate coinc¢idenee of some otherwise ynrelated
confusions, équivocations, and bad aanrences. We "have already remarked
on some of, these in carrying qut our case studies; in this section we
shall pursue our diagnosis in more revealing detalk

L.1. 014 Friends .
4.1.1. Assertion and Contradiction
In d1scuss1n§ cases 3, l and 3.2, we pointed out the fallacy of
supposing that what is not asserted" by &, senterice is “therefore not
entailed-by that sentence: The regJevance of this point becomes even
clearer when we reflect that historically, the term presuppose has
been used in each of two different ways“ one, as contrasting with assert,
and the second, as contrasting with entail. The former usage is more |
natural, the latter technical. ' Y
Desp1te the vagueness of ,the notion of what a sentence saag" or \
Masserts” , we-have some tolerably clear cases (cf. agaln nonrestrictive”.
relative clauses, and clefting) in which information that is plainly
part of the semantic content of a sentence may “have* been placed (by one °
syntactic transformation or another) in s0 unemphatic a pos1t10n in the -
surface structure @f that sentence that, we are disinclined “to admit .-
that that information is part of what that sentence say r asserts.
It is natural and harmless to say of this information tnAE it is
"presupposed, rather than asserted", e. that it is

.

by the sentence, 1i.

-taken for granted, rather than actively put forward or .empha#ically .

pushed by the spegker. But this natural notion of "presupposition",
which contrasts-with that of "assertion", ~ is not that which
contrasts with'that of entailment, It is the Strawsonian notion,

"that of "semantic presupposrtion ,~which contrasts with and precludes

that of entaijment. Therefore, it is an equivocatlon to argue. .
(eX¥plicitly or implicitly),from purely intuitive ‘data toncerning what .
some sentence asserts or does not assert to pos1t1ve technical
comclusions about semantic presupposition. ‘And it As this fallacy

_which, we think, has misled Keenan and .others in cases 3,1 and 3.2,

as well as Karttunen in case, 3.3. (see 1971b: 350-1). .
Parallel considerationsg hold for denyfng and contradictlngn
Just-as 1t is fallacious to argue fyrom "failure to asBert" to "failure
to entail", it is fallacious to infer from the fact that a sentence.S)

G .
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(or someone who' tokens S,) cannot prgperly be said to have denied or
. . contradicted an utterance of Sp, that 8 does not entail the, falsity .
- of So. Not every uttérance, or even every assertion, of an §) that .-
) entails the falsity of S2 is praperly said to contradict Sp, especially
. . \7\\\<<\\ii So is (logically). much stronger than the qenial of 51 dnd if the '
’ tter-is an unemphasi%ed consequence of So. '.For example, if a spe¥ker

~

- were to utter . ,
~. ?‘ . . . o Lo - PR
- \\\\\\\ (196) Hud certainly is a devious swinging bachelor.
c. . ~. s -7 t ‘t‘; z* R ! ) <00
R one who replied by uttering - *
e, (197) Hud is not an adult. - ™~ ! ’

would not properly be said t& have contradicted the firgt speaker, even
though (197)--on the assumption that being a bachelor entails being an |

adult--entails the falsity of (196). Similarly, if a speaker were to
1] '_ - . . 'a . A )

utter .
‘. * "(198) So it was Moriarty who.killed Holmes. -
C, \\\gye who replied by yttering . . ) . -
\ (199) Holmes, wgs only put, in suspended animation.
. . would not properly be said to have cbntradicted the original speaker or
."  to have denied what was asserted. To take a degenerate but even more
" obvious example, one who uttered * - . .
- - . - . TR ] \ N . )
o (200) The economy will soon ‘take & turn for the-better
- » - »
A - v :
" could not™in any nontechnical sense be -said to have contradicted a .
-~ (demented) speaker who "had tokened ’ '

‘ .

.
f A - - .o
.

(201) Three' is both prfme'and~not prime.

t
> ’

: . *
! - -, though (20Q)--1ike any other sentence--entails t
w Itﬂis this general point that is overlooked by
‘offering ‘the second of his two arguments against Russel%'s treatment

of nondenoting singular terms:

e falsity of (201).
Strawson (1950) in

-
an

-

- ' ' : -
) ' I ‘Now suppose someone were in fact to say to’you with

_ serious air?®’ 'The King of France is wise
to his_statement; we say (as we should)

" Doubtless Strawson's premise is
that one who uttered

N R
.~ ~ ) .

) ‘ " (202) There’is no King® of Frange.

., o~
& perfectly ..
.'...when, in response
'There is no King of

France' we should cértainly not’ say we weré contradicting -
the statement that the King of.France is wise.
not saying that it. is ralse. (pp. 183=h).,

We are certainly

’

.

correct: In general, we would not say

<




" in response to -

o

w
{203) The King of France is wise. .

l.\ U

hag contradicted the utterer of Y(203), at 1east not without “further

co ,ent or qﬁzfiflcation. But, as our foreg01ng examples have shown,

it does not follow that the uttedrer -of (202) did not token a sentence

which in fact entails the falsity of (203); ‘%he\uttererﬁhas merely

attacked (203) at a de-emphasized outpost, showing (203) nonetheless
" surely to be false. Thus, the fact that we would not ordinarily say

of an utterer of (202) that he or she had denied (203) or contradicted

the utterer of (203) is of nd . consequertce. .

It--is worth rémarklng that, while we believe the notion of

"semantic presuppos1tion to be empty and uninteresting, the harmless
natural" notion of presupposing in the sense of "taking tor granted"
déserves thorough investigation--first, because its contrasting notion -
of "asSerting" is intuitively viable but terribly unclear; second,
because it may prove illuminating in connection with issues 'in pragmatics,
and, thimd, because it may well play a role in epistemology and in- the
theory of dialectic. '

NN

-
.

.

4.1.2. External vs. Intérnal Negation :

A second source of confusion whlch we have already mgntioned is -
the failure to distinguish external from internal negation. The
dlstlnctlon is forced op us by the ‘assumption’ that syntactlc transfor-
-mations operate on logical structures, d.e. on formulas of some suitably
enriched formal system; for 1n such a system all- scope ambiguities
have been purged. -

Some linguists tend (in conversation at least) to protest, when
faced with the external/ihternal distinction and reminded that &
sentence's external negation is not only true but mandated to be true
when that sentence' s alleged "semantlcVgresuppositlon" fails, that
.external negations !'aren't English". For example: "No one talks that
way. In English, when you want to deny (204) you say (205) .

-

(204) It was Peter who got -sand in the parsnipSu
(205) It wasn't Peter who got sand in the pars?;ps.

“< and’ when you want to.deny (206) you say (207), etc.

(506) The present King of France is “ugly.
(207). The present King of France isy
1S “ 3 .
'External negation' is Just loglclans claptrap, nyt good English;
and so it isn't recognized'by .the syntax/semantics of English."
There are’ at, 1east two grains of truth here (but enly grains). First,
' we have a}ready admitted that some external negations are difficult
or~1mposs1ble t0 (form in surface structure {cf. the case of non-
‘ﬁrestrictive‘relatiVe ‘clauses), But this admission hds no efféct on
our arguments, To see thls, notice again that nothing we have relied
’ on in the course of our caseé studies reQuires us to declde, given some

»
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superficially negative. sentence, whether that. sentence expresses an

]

internal negation, expresses .an gxpernai negation, or is Pmbiguous

.« between the two readings. In many cases, such as 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.h, .

) -~ and 3.7, the (semantic) external/internal distinction by itself gives
- ", rise,to an inescapable dilemma for the chgmpion of semantic presup-
position--no assumptions about surface structures are needed.
. The second grain.of truth in the quoted complaint is that external
negations of complex sentences, uttered without verbal qualifications,
' are rarely acceptable in everyday English conversation. Why?--Because
they are almost always frowned on by Grice's first Maxim as being
L uncooperatively weak and cautious, Tot, because there is anything
semantically wrong with them. ®Anyone can truly and felicitously utter
(208) or (209). - -
< (208) It wasn't Peter who got.sand in 'the parsnips, . -
il because no one at all did. ™ . <
H (209) It's false that the present King of France is
bald, ¥ecause France doesn't have a King.

And anyone tan truly utter (210) or (211)

~

I4

(210) TIt's false that it was Petér who got sard in the- \

T . parsnips. . )
(211) TIt's false that the present King of France is .
- v . bald. : ’ ‘

b}

in the circumstances envisioned; the deficiencies of (2103\hnd"(211) N
‘are conversational, hot semantie. - ) .- -
4éé§ a final way of seeing this, notice that any external negation
is rfectly acceptable in the précide speech of philosophical llogiciarig--
the salient characteristic of that patois being that, in it, converSa- .
tjonal mexims are ignored in the interest of rigdr, and precisjio
. L ) N
4.1.3. Necessitation . )
, : A third pollutéd source of intuitions about 'semantic presup- - ,
position", theoretically negligible but significant in particular
cases, .is the ignoring of arcane and bhzarre but perfectly clear counter-
. examples to claims of necessitatjon. Semantic presupposition requires
necessitation, and necessitafion requires the ,absolute inconceivability
. . of codhterexamples. . A Teader with sufficient imggination will easily
find counterexamples to an epormous number of alleged semantic pre-
suppositions in the literature (see particularly, for example, Lakoff
1972). Thus, even many of the data which are claimed to -indicate
 semantic pregupposition are spurious. ° ° \ N -
. E ‘
7 4.2. Truth-valuelessness and Infelicitousness . )
" Let us turn to, @ somewhat more penetrating examinatipn of the
causes underlying belief in sepantic presupposition, for, we believe,
this diagnosis will shed some 1light on pemaining linguistic and
philosophical issués.’ Tn_particular, we want"to investigate the notion
of "truth-valuelessness" more closely than.has been done -to-date. We
should like to expresg,skepticism about it, skepticism which is the .

]
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. -, more erucial in that "truth-valueledsness" is the central notion in 4
" any semantic theory of pvesupp051tion.
- . It is not for a moment in questien that there are truth-valueless

.+ . sgentences, Questions,.imperatives, and (some say) expll%gt performa-
tives do not have truth-vaiues--obv1ously We become skeptical only
when this relatively clear insight is extended to cover declaratives .
§f  aof the familiar sort--sentences that ‘look like fact-stating sentences.
e Even within this class, we recognlze a subgroup of truth-valueless
’ sentenQES those which contain hidden parameters so far unspe01f1ed.

. Thus, ] N &\\), J C- .

\

.

{ T, ' (212) Rex is big. ' T,
A s - .
lacks & truth-value until we explicitlywer implicitly specify a
5 . reference-class ("Big Tor a what?"). Similarly,.we have argued (in-
\ press) that a sentence like . . . o
&AL’/// (213) Perry knows who Clark Kent is.

lacks a truth-value until some purposé or proéect has beenkspeclfied.
And Ethical Relativists-contend, though rarely on syntactié or semantic
grounds,,18 that a moral judgment such .as
® *
(214) °Murder is wrong.
. ——— L4 * ' J °
N has a truth-value only relative to some person or group. .

This sort of truth-value%?Ssness is easrly understood: it is simply

vthat of the open sentence. %he string.

-

!
i
o, (215) He is sick. ‘ i b
. . = N
' is truth-valueles; in exactly the same 'way. But truth~value1essnesS
of this t?pe is a purely syntactlc and s€mantic matter, determlned by
our formation-rules and our model theory. It does not depend*on any ,
background information concernlng facts in the world; and-that is
re01se1y what .the allegéﬂ truth—valuelessness resulting from pre-
. supp031t10n failure does depend on. " Presupposition theorists surely
_do-not mean to suggest that "presubp051t10n' failure somehew implants
» ‘a hidden parameter in the allegedly presupp051ng sentence that is not
there when the putative presupp051tum is true. 8o’ the truth-valueless-;
ness in terms of which semantic presupposition is defined is of none
-, of the foregoing familiar types. N ~ -
it is obvious on reflection that "tiuth-valuelessness" in the o
Strawsonian sense is no ordlnary,ccommonsen51ca1 no¥ion. 'IB’is Qultel
a technxcal ne. Altheugh sgeakers of‘plaan Engllsh may balk when . o
. querled s Sy true or-false?!, finding- themselves unable’to respond
.either "it 's true" or "It's false)' without' further clarification, .o
explanation, or quallflcatlon, thls mullsh behavior is hardly tantamoupt
"to respondlng, "Nelther--Sl lacks a truth-value" or the-like. To take
a nat1ve s inability°to choose one 3f the"two truth-values on the spot
.as indicating either that he "believes Sl o lagk a truth-value or that
B Sl in fact lacKs a'truthkvalue is.to make a hlghly substantive explane-
~ - tory claim, a claim’ whichmust be compkred to altegnatlves. And in,

.
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v every such case there are plausible alternatives in the offing. .
e ' - This point undermines the first of Strawson's arguments against
Russell {offered, incidentally, in the article "(1950) that originally
gave rise to talk of truth-valuelessness). Strawson, as before, ask$ T
us to suppose that someone has uttered (203)."with a perfectly serious

. air'". Now:

Would you say, 'That's untrue'? I think it is quite certain
Y : that you would not. But suppose he went on to ask you ’
. . whether you thought that What he had Just said-gas true, or
! p was false; whether you agreed or disagreed with what he 'had
- " just said. I think you would be ‘inclined, with some - «
- B hesitation, to say that you did not do either; that the | - ..
= question of whether his statement-was true or false simply .
did not arise, because there was no such person as.the v
King of France. (p. 183) ' . ‘ . -t -

]

-
=

We have indicated our rejection of Strawson's coptohtion that we have y
’ "pure intuitions" of truth-valuelessness. (If an informant did
respond to our query "that the question...did not arise'", the most
likely possibility would be that he or she had read Strawson ‘somewhere. ) .
. Still, it is true that no normal speaker would respond simply, "Thatls-, . ~
ralse". (Note in passing that falsity is the operative notion in
_ Strawson's argument, despite his mention of the sentence, "That's
S ,untrue"; the latter can only be a slip, since on Strawson's own theory
the utterance of (203) ii\umrue.); -
So let us agree that c ) .

S0 Cta6) That's false. .

L would be inappropriate at best if tokened in response to @13). , . .
” Strawson concludes without further deliberatidn that (216) itself is .
S ' .~fafse. But, as we have been at pains to point out, ‘falsity is only

" one of ‘many, many different varieties of inappropriateness, infelici-
i N tousness, or unaccéptability; and there may well be some more plausible
’ ‘ . ‘~account of the inappropriateness ofy (216)." In fact, there is what.we i
. .take to be ‘a more plausible adfernative: The ‘trouble with responding ©®°

®

. to %(203) by tokening (216) alone is that in so limiting one's answer

oo ‘one violates either Grice's Maxim of Strength or the Maxim of Relevaﬁ?t~—\;<\\
o . .. Afor this cmse is ope of factive implication, just 1¥ke that of .

" - 4 ~g155) in Bection’3.7 sbove). One.who believes that there is no King
2 “>f~Frdnce is in & position rather to assert the far stronger .
. “ L4 '

o

e > (217f -ghat's false, since there  is no King of France.
.t ‘. Cﬁdiice.particulhrly,:iﬁ*addition,.that (217) is perfectly acceptable |

to a nO{mal speaker_ in the circumstances gnvisioned.) This explanation -~

of the inappropriateness of (216).1is not only compatible with but - -
o ‘entails-the truth of (216) and‘hdnce the falsity of (203): 7, o ‘

. . Tt is worth pointing out .that what we have said here is entirely . .

. - consistent with gpe.conpention, often attributed to Strawson, that e

>+~ 77 when we utter a sentence whose "presqpposipion" hag failed, we do not

)
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succeéed in thereby making a statement. Whether or/hot a speaker has
- made a statement is a questlon of illocutionary force and hence of
pragmatlcs, this, it is (so far as has been shqyn) 1rrelevant to the-
question of’ whether, the sentence*utt®red is in fact true. (It is
easily seen that anyone may utter a sentence which is din fact true

;without thereby making a statement--as when he or she utters it within

quotation, on stages to practice elocution, or to activate a phoneti-
cally coded door~opening device.) Therefore, even ift it could be .
eStablished in parficular cases that a speaker had failed to meke &
statement in or by uttering some’sentence, that.still would not show
that the sentence was truth-valueless. The most we could say is that
the sentence s truth-value Jjust did not matter in the context in
question (we shall amplif¥y this point shortly). T
We have seen that ordinary speakers are not normally capable of
making intuitive judgments of. truth-valuelessness (as distinct from J
refralnlng from making apy judgment at all), and that the notlon of
"truth-valuelessness" is a theoretical artifact of linguistic &nd
phllggpph{cal semanticists. - It ought to be noted in’addition that
to take trubh-valuelessness seriously is to requite some significant
departure from the 31mp1e traditional format of standard logic.
Loglcians whp are w1111ng to take this step are forced to invent three-
valued logivs (cf. Woodruff (1970)) and/or fancy semantical machinery
ch as van Fraassen's (1966) method of supervaluations, in each case
courting justlfied charges of arbitrariness in settling the numerous

."dQn't-cares thet arise in the newly amplified models. To say this

is not to raise any direct objectlon to hypothesizing truth-valueless- .
ness; there are deviant logics of,the sort we haVe mentioned which can
be made as egant and as mathematically satlsgylng as anyone could
wish., The point is only that "truth-valuelessness" as a- semantical
notion needs considerable sophi}tlcated formal egelllng-out before it
can soberly -be undenstood -0 r
One would expect, from the foregoing p01nts ‘#®hat "truthrvalue-
lessness" is not a concept possessed by laymeny and that its logic.is
neither 31mple,nor {let us ad&)'uncontrover51al) that it may “be- hard .
even for the semantic theorist to form an intuitive judgment, concerning

.a given sentence in a context, as to Whether that sentence in that-

.

" context has d'truth-value. And this ekbectatlon is rlcbly borne out,

in our experience anyway. Althgugh there gre 1ntu1t1ve1y ¢clear cases
of true sentences (in partlcularacontexts) and clear cases of false
sentences {in particular contexts), we have yet to, see¢ a clear casg,
in any context,; of a truth-valueléss sentence that is not an instance

.of one of the familiar and unexciting types. mentioned above. Whatever

theoretical function the notion of truth-valuelessness may serve, that
notion is no raw and intuitive one; by itself it yields+no d&ta. -

If this 1s§r1ght then whatever utility the notion of "semantic
presupposltloﬂ" has is theoretical utility, as opposed to reportive
utllity To pepeat: a field linguist may report, as.a datum, that a

ative re d to commit "himself to, a Judgment of truth or to a
judgment of falsity; but the 11ngulst may not report, as a datum,*that
the native commited himself to a Judgment of truth—valuelessness, unless
(as is votp unllkely ahd irrelevant) the native is himself a.professibnal

3
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linguist or philosopher of has been force-fed on the spot”by such a
person, ; b '

" L. * . .*ﬂ . ?
.What, then, can "semdntic presupposxtion do for semantic theory?
In the course of oyr case studiégy™we ndve found- as yet no job for

. Strawsonian presup osition to.dq. If there is any such job, most

’

likely the‘best way to get at it (as Garner:(1971) has insisted) is
systematically to investigate the-eonsequences of "presupposition"
failute. Are there any sentenge pairs <S;, Sp> of which we would want

{Tor any theoretical reason) to sgy that if Sp is false, Sy dacks a

tfuth-value? . o
Ip-some cases of alleged semantic presupposition, we have seen,
the penalty for the failure (falsity) of Sy is simply the falsity of

* 831, In other cases, the penalty is the violation of Grice's first

Maxim. (Notice that as a byproduct of this violation, the presumed
truth--far from the truth-valuelessness--of 51 is assured. To Violate
the first Maxim in uttering S1 is to utter 83 when one is in a position
to assert some strongér truth, i.e. one which entails ST but is not
entailed by it; and only truths are entailed by truths:) No doubt,
in still other cases, the penalty will be that Sy is infelicitous; but
infelicitousness entails nothing about truth or falsity, as we shall
see. In still other cases,” the penalty’ will be that whoever tokened
S1 (or possibiy someone else in the situation) has a false belief; but
that result too is_consistent:with S1's being either true or false.
In no case are we pempted to imposé truth-valuelessness as-a penalty,
though we might be if someone were to show some powerful explanatory
reason why we should thus eschew the Law of Bivadence.: .

If jour skepticism about truth-valuelessness is as well justified
as we believe it is, then there ought to be .some .further diagnosis of
the fervdér with which philosophers and linguists have embraced the

. notion. We believe that the correct (causal) explanation is to be .

found in Austin's pellucid doctrine of infelicities (1962, Lectures-
XI afid XII), though we Shall expand slightly on Austin's remarks here.

Austin was condérned to point oyt that, from .the standpoint of
speech-act theory taken in the large, a given speech act can be (and
is, in particular cases ) assessed or evaluated along a-number of

distinct and independent "dimensions of criticism", or spectra of

.satisfactoriness and unsatisfactoriness. This is clearest ‘in the case

of "pure" (explicit) performatives; a performative speech act can g0

Ny

. 'wrong in any one of'aBnumber of different ways, some more tragic than
others depending on conteXt. But the same is true of any other speech’

act. So far as we can see, there is in nature no S$tch thing as a

"pure constative","though (on our Vview) a semantic representation

or, logical form is a picture of one, in the same sense in which ve

can draw a picture of ‘a mass-point or’a black box. o .
The true/false dimension is Just one avenue’of criticism among

others; there are many other-ways-of being yappy\or unhappy, satis- .

factory or unsatisfactory, felicitous or infelicitous. And (here /s

“%he important point) the importance of the true/false dimension in

fact varies widely from context to context with the passing purposes
of speakers, hearers, and assessors. Sometimes we care very -much
gbout truth and falsity. At other times we care much more about other
sort¢ of virtues and faults. We think, in fact, that cases of the..
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latter sort predominate rather heavily. Philosophers' treatment
(priox,to Austin) of English sentences as if all that mattered about
them were their truth-values is &an occupational disease, and has
resulted in true's having come. to be, in some philosophérs' vocabu-
laries, the only honorific.applicable tq utterances. This is.a
‘erucial point to which we shall return. . ’
Consider a case of Garner's, offered in conversation: A speaker
suddenly utters a declaratlve sentence on a topie that he or she

knows nothing about, say, . " -

’ (218) At this moment there are ‘exactly three custQmers

: sitting in the Cantonese restaurant downt - .
€ 1L oo

in"a context in whigh it is clear, that the speaker cannot possibly

have apy positive evidence fér the truth of (218). Something is badly

. wrong; the utterance is infelicitous in some way yet to be specified.

But it certainly need not be denigrated glong the true/false dlmen31on,
the sentence uttered, (218); may very well be true.

Slmllarly, take Moore s Paradox.. ‘o P . )

(219) It s-raining, but I don't believe that it 1%

In the absence of very speclal stage- settlng, (219) is anomalous.
Though much has been written about it, both by "ordinary language"
philosophers and by eplstemlc logicians, no one has ever quite
succeeded in showing exactly what is wrong_w1th it.19 .The important .
thing to see here is that, though an utterance. of (219) is almost
invariably, as infelicitous as any utterance could be, (219) might - )
perfectly well be true (of the speaker); this fact, indeed, is essential

«~ to setting up the Paradox.

LY

Finally, take a negated factive: ’ o .
. M ]

(220) Herbert doesn't know that June is a go-go dancer. ..

uttered in a situation in which its complement is false. There is no
question that this utterance, given appropriate stress contour, -4is
1nfe11c1tous (in our-discussion of case 3.3 above we suggésted that *
the infelicity is partly statistical and partly Gricean). But, as we
have seen, that does not ‘affect (220)'s truth-value in the situation

" envisioned, since (220) is straightforwardly true--for what that is

worth'! - . -

It is:this last phrase that best expresses our view about " presup-
p031t10n"‘and truth-value. 1In each of the foregoing three cases, some-
thing has gone badly wrong with the. speaker's utterance. But there is -
Ro reason at ‘all why thls should lead us to Judge that the sentence ~
uttered lagks a truth-value. ~ ]

Now we may proceed'to'explaln philosophers! and 11ngulsts' .
enthusjasm for, 1mput1ng truth-valuelessness to sentences whose only
crime is that their presupp031tlons" ‘have failed., As we remarked
earlier, philosophers at least have always grotesquely overemphasized
the true/false dimension 1n'th1nk1ng.about 1anguage, to the extent
that true is regarded as a kind of diploma. Once ‘w&have decided
that a sentence is truet we pat it on the heag and pass on to the next

. N \
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sentence we want ‘to evaluate. And, we believe, it is this habit
which adcounts_at least for philosophers' occasional invocatiops of
gruth-valueleSSnesé. Faced with a sentence which, though undeniably
.grammatical, sounds funny‘when its "presupposition" has failed, a .
philosopher is extremely reluctant to call it "true", for to do this,
is to give the sentence a passing grade, to honor it in what seems
to the philosopher to be a conclusive way. And yet the philosopher
 does not want to call the sentence !false", either, for to do that
is to fail the sentence,, to condemn it 'in an apparently conclusive
way obviously unwarranted by the situation.. The philosopher concludes”
* that the sentence is not true, and that it is not false--hence, that
| it is neither true nor false, and so, truth-valueless. ‘' '
¥ The mistake, of course, is the phllosopher's takirg true and
. false far too seriously in the first place. Why not Jjust admit that .
the 'sentence is true (pr false, whichever seems dictated by the assumed - N
facts, what we know of its truth-conditions, and considerations of
theorktical elegance), for -what ‘that is worth (very little), and get
on to more important kinds of evaluation of the sentence and hypothe-
tical speech acts in which it occurs? That is, let .us give up our
.excessively honorific use of true and recognize that, in the sorts
of cases-we are talking about, to admit that a sentence is true is ' .
. no great concession, but is only a prefactory note to gétting on with
’ « evaluation along dimensions perhaps more pertinent to everyday life. .
: This same fdilure to appréciate Austin's vital insight that true :
¢ and false comprise:only one among many important pairs of terms used:
for the_ praise and blame of utterances has, we suspect, misled linguists
as well. TFor example, Karttunen writes, A 1 ' ,

<

CJohn didn't menage to solve the problem, if John dig L.
not even try §o solve the probleml, would have to be . ‘
_ rejected as infelicitous utterance %o which no truth
value~could be assigned. ' (1971b:3kk) | .
--the implicatioh being that the infelicitousness,of “the utterance in .
the context envigioped is the reason why 'go truig value can be' assigned” :
. to the sentepce uttered; in-that context (as we:Mve heard .somé linguists
pit it), sthe Senténce_is "too infellbitous’ ta be true or false. But -
this attitude gad&cally misconceives the .status of truth and.falsity *
as evaluagive properties’ of utterances or sentences. 'Th?'true/false
« dimepsion, it will be remembered, is only one avenue of evaluation
, among others; it is notusy final touchstone which an assfssor applies
only after havifig run through.all the."lesser*~ipfelicities and found
the.sentenceqin quéstiqpﬁacéeptaplexin all prelimiﬁafy' y A
° sentente or -utterarcé éan be infelicitous to an arbitré
degrée in .any number of pespects and still be true blse). To say
of a sentehce that it must Tack a truth-value becaugecs is.infelicitous"’
——or that it is "too infelicftous to have a truthfva de"--is like
L saying of a dog which is %lind and which is bad gt following scents .
. +hatit ig’ thereforeyneither loyal nor disloyal f‘oro£-& man that he is -
86 bad at ﬁis Job and so ugly and such a rotten boker player that he *

O
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* W 1is neithe® kind to hi's mother mor unkind fto her.. .
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5. Relatlve Grammaticality ' -

Some 11ngulst520 have alleged that certain syntactic phenomena °
“+require ‘a notion of presupposition, in that one and the same sentence
may be deviant or ill-formed relative to somg ways the world might be,
and Yet perfectly acceptable relative to other ways the world might
be. (We use "relative to"‘here as a gloss designed to blur the ' .
distinction between the fact of the way’the world is, the speaker s or
hearer's belief as to the way the world is, the speedh community's M
shared background information as to the way the world is, etc. remarked
on in Sectlon 2 above. We shall speak hereafter simply of "pre-
sumptions".) Now if a string S is well-formed Qnly given the truth
of a sentence 82 or in light "of the fact Sg descrlbes, this provides
considerable temptatlon to say that S; presumes or presupposes" Sh
in some sense'or other; and, in view of the intimate connection

between syntactic deep structure and semantie representation or logical .
form, it suggests that the kind of presumption in question is semantical’
or at least semantlcally relevant In facty a brief argument suffices - - -

to show that ifi’well-formedness is relative in this way to factual
presumptlons about the world, then a strong form of Strawsonian.
semantic presupposition is viable after all: If the failure of some
(1oglcally contlngent) ﬁgctual presumption S, suffiges to render an
otherwise grammatlcal s¥ring S; ungrammatical or ill-formed, and ifse
(as is uncontrover31a1) a string must at least be well-formed in orfler
to be either true or false, then the failure of Sp a fortiori rendekrs
81 truth-valueless; thus, if Lakoff (1969) 1s right about the relativity
of grammaticality, S {(by deflnatlon) semantlcally presupposes So.
Notice that the brand of truth-valuelessness appealed to here is
far less mysterious (on its Tace) than that denigrated in Section 3
abo¥e. The’ 1atter is the reputed truth-valueléssness of an admittedly
well-férmed sentence in certain c1rcumstances, requiring bizarre
alterations in what we would ordlnarlly and naturally take to be the .
truth-condltlons to be assigned to that.sentence (recall'the cases of
noﬁrestrlctlve relative clauses and negated factlves) and’ seemingly
needless compllcat&ons 1n our 1oglc. The truth-valuelessness that
allegedly arises from presumption>failure .in a case.of "relative q?v; S

2

grammaticality", ngever, is nothing so offensively arcane or baro
it is simply the unexciting "truth-¥aluelessness” of-an ill-formed

* string. An- ungrammatlcal sequenee of words need not be assigned ’ f
. any unusual truth-conditions; straightforwardly, iteis asslgned no i
truth-conditions at all . . . T
*,« '. ' . N L3
5.1. Factual Presumptlons and Logical Form - \

Llnterestlng and “troyblesome for semantic purists of our stripe.

i

- Unllke theralleged data underlying the claims we d1scussed in
Sectiqn 3, some of the Phenomena cited as examples of "relative
grammatlcallty are striking, ev1dent1y real, and hard to explain ,
away. We shall take up only a few of the cases_that we find the most .,

1. ZLaurence Horn (1969) argues that certain sentences containing

'only and even are well-formed only in contexts in which certaln

contingent factual presumptions hold. (Lekoff (1972:581ff) gilvés a .

useful summary of Horn s data ) For example, aysenpence of the form




(221) Even A ¢'d.
. is deviant, ungrammatical, or at -least quite peculiar if it was not
E N expected that A would not 9, or if there was no one besides A that
h p'd. (As always, we leave opeh the question of who it is that is
‘ doing the expecting.) The exact nature of the deviance or peculiarity
v here is as yet unspedified.21 ' .
5 Lakoff (1969) argues convincingly that the relative pronoun
* who Ran be used grammatically only when it is presumed that, its subject
is regarded for purposes of the discussion as denoting a person, &s
oppose\ to a mere thing or jower animal. (Lekoff (citing McCawley) -
finds i} interesting that "semantics" is here invading what used to be
thought \f as "purely syntactic!, viz. judgments of deviance or
ungrammatXglity; sine syntax and semantics are no longer widely
) ' regag@ed asgeing separate and autonomous areas of inquiry, this invasion
- L ' is not surprisimg, What is surprising is that our judgments of )
syntactic/semantiq deviance should vary with our' background beliefs
or presumptions. /To semantic purists of our persuaston, what informa-
- tion about a sen¥ence is encapsulated in that sentence's deep structure,
logical form, 9 semantic representgtion should not depend on any -
-~ - * contingent factual presumptions about the way the world is; it is a
‘ » purely formal matter. We shall.pursue this below.)
. . 3. Lakoff goes on to show (pp. 109-10) that intonation contour
) ) i§ somet%mes dictated by background beliefs.. Contrast:
. > Tt ‘ -
we = (222) a. John called Mary a-lexicalist and then ‘she
| B - insulted him. o =
- b. John called Mary a lexicalist and then she.

~ »

KR T o . * insulted him. o K/

If we agree that intonation. contour is at least sometimes a semantic
+ matter--e.g. that intonation contour sometimes suffices literally’
- + sto disambiguate an utterance Ehtch it characterizes--we can generate
more cases in which background beliefs appear to affect syntactic and
semantic well-formedness. . o . .
- 4. Either, tobj; and instead capry, factual .presumptions ﬁot
unlike those carried by even (cf. l‘gbovérf Lakoff claims, citing

.. (223) a.  (Jane is a sloppy housekeeper and.she doesn't
. - _ . take baths either. ’ - - -
s T ' b.?%Jane is a neat housekeeper and she doesn't
. . x, . . o ‘. take Baths.gither. . \ - R

. .. : That "Ct Jhe construction, A,and not B either, carries withr it the ..
SO presupposition’thaﬁibne”might.expect A to entafl not,;B" (p. 110). Of -
‘? - . course, “this is a howler as it-standssrwhat speakerd-expect about ’
¢ . entailment is irrelevant. Presumably what Lakoff.means it that one
would not expect A and B, and in this he seems unmistakebly right.,
Consider also the following contrasts.?2 e -
; , . LN 7 e
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+(224) a. Jane Jnst succeeded in proving Fermat's Last

- . ‘Theorem, and her husband is very brllllant {too
. as well
- b..*ﬂane just added 2 and 2 and got 6, and her “. ’
-husband is very brilliant (too .
as well -

(225) a. Jane considered going tothe dentist, but decided
. to enjoy her day off instead.
b./?7*Jane considered taking a pleasant ride through the .
countrys1de, having a really good dinner, and
a movie, but decided to. enjoy her day off

continue to use devia 111—formed ungrammatical, etc as predlcates
of utterance(-token)s in context, they and their positive cognates must

now be caonstrued as designating relations between string(-type)s and . e

sets of factual judgments; a string is well- or ill-formed only relative
to such a set. Thus, we arrive at a strong notion of semantic presup-
position by allowing- factual presumptions to invade semantics wvia
syntax.

Two theoretlcal arguments seem to be implied here. One (let us

1 it the Argument from #eaningfulness) i$ a more explicitly semantical

version -of that provided on the first page of the present section:
Neglecting well-known, cases of "semi-", borderline or marginal grammati-
calness, a strlng must be well-formed or grammatical. ih order to-be
meanlngful Further, a 'string must be meaningful-in o ‘der to have any °
semantic propertles (save, trivially, that of meanlnglessness) at all.
Therefore, ‘if the grammaticalness of a string depends on contingent
factual presumptions, then sg\go that string's very meanlngfu;ness and
a fortiori its other’semanti roperties.

The second dheoretlcal argument (hereafter, the Argument from

‘Generative Semantics) is more remote from Lakoff's text, but we suppose

that it is one he wou}d accept, since it captures a' piece of motivation
for the invocation of "presuppos1t10n in sementic theory that is based
squarely on the central claim Of ‘Generative Semantics: (i) The Lakov1an
presumptlons affect syntactic well-formedness. (ii) Semantlc representa-
tions .or fog;cal forms are the 1nput to syntactic derivations. *, There~ .
fore, (iii) The Lakovian presumptlons-are in some way part of semantic
cGntent or 1logical form.. The moral of each of the two arguments is”
that factual presumptions ought in some way to be represented in our
gsemantic accounts of the target sentences in question. And, more
generally, syntax and semantics ought heﬁﬁa er to be conceived as, belng
context-relative; they are not the austere, purely fornal d1$01§&d§£§
they have been supposed td be; one cannot pursue them~successfully )

thlthout taking into account partlcular utterers in partlcular 'gituations.

As we have'implied throughout this essay, we want toiresist these
conclusions. It seems to us (though this 1s not the place to defend this
less than popular contention) that there is ;mportant theoretical
utility to be gained by splitting semiotic study into that which pertains

. to the fermal properties of sentences considered apart from particular

contexts, on tlie one hand, and relatlons that the same sentences bear
to features of particular situations, on the other. 1In particular, we

Hower
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want to hold to our perfecfly'natq;ai inclination to say .that a
sentence simply has a certain meaning or méagings_in English, and that

it simply hqs a cgrt&in range of possible us _ﬁ?hﬁse being specifiable
quite independently of contextual considerations.2 And we certainly
do mot want to court the éouﬂﬁerintuitiveness and ugly theoretical
‘complications of suﬁgosing that thp‘yef& recursive rules which
delineate well-formedness (rules which seem by their very nature, to

" be purely formal) depend in any°way on mention of specifigc possible

states of affairs. Intuitively, a sentence. is either a well-formed.
string of English or it is not (again barring borderline cases),’
regardless of what speakers, hearers, or theorists may happen to

believe about nonlinguistic reality. \

If we are to resist 'Lakaff's skeptical conclu51qné, then, we must
turn aside both of the theoretical arguments we have sketched, and
find .some alternative account of the phenomena; and this will not be

.entirely easy to do, since the.arguments appéar to be valid and the

data are hard. Let us begin with the ‘Argument - from Generative
Semantics. (We shall return to the Argument from Meaningfulness
considerably later.) : : , o

Lakoff has not shown that premise (i) is true, 1In the respective
contexts envisioned, it is plain that there is something wrong'with
tokening the 'strings ip'queé%iOn--"wrong" at least in the general _
sense of "inappropriate!, "nasty", or "unacceptable". What Lakoff has

. not.demonstrated is that' the awfulness is specifically sjntactic ill-

formednesé. It is quite possible in each of the cases we,ﬁave listed
that the'penalty of "presupposition" failure is not syntactic defective-
ness at all, but.infelicitousness of an Austinian sort, Gricean~conver<

-

sational upacceptability, or some other nonsyntactié flaw. = (In short, <

‘the relation between a string and its associatéd set of factual

presumptions may well be pragmatic, as its essential contextualness
naturally leads us to expect.) The.prdblem for us Here is that, -as
was not the case in 'our discussions in Section 3 above, no such
pragmatic explanatjon comes readily to mind--the ugliness of (223b),
(224b), (225b) and the like has no obvious pragmafic source.
Fortunately, we need not await the development of .a detailefl
pragmatics in order to defuse the Argument from Generative Semantics.

_For we still have the option of denying premise,(ii)j despite its

apparent centrality to the Gengrative.Semaﬁti&ists"program. The

‘first thing to notice is-that, if the ;argument is to be regarde as

valid, premise (ii) must be inte reted- exclusively, i.e. es: (11")
Semantic ‘representations or logical forms are the sole input to

o

.”’

syntactic derivations.--Otherwise it would have to be regarded as ——

. 'possible «for the Lakovian presumptions to be nonsemantic in Q

the syntactic derivations. An I fact, this latter possibility is
precisely what we want to hypothesize as fact. This requires, of \
course, thatewe deny (ii');.we hexeby do o, for there is independent
evidence of its falsity. ' T - :

L4
o

For example, there &re several convincing reasons to think that
syntactic transformations operate in part bp underlying performastive
prefaceé which refer to the utterer of a sehtence, to the hearer -
addressed, and to the speech act which the speaker is thereby
' Qerforming.gs Thus, e.g. ‘a declarative sentence such as L




" (226) Fred is fat.
has an'underlyiné‘éyntéctié structure something like .

P

VP NP’

] |
4

state

- .
"% Fred is fat

Now it is plain (c5ﬁ€§2¥y, perhaps, to slips or malapropisms on thée
part of a few linguists) that this posited performgtive preface is not
part of logical form or semantic content in acceptably strict senses of
those terms. A logical Torm assigned to & sentence, on the usage
originated by Russell, determines a fully disambiguated reading‘gf

that sentence, along with a set of fruth-conditions for that reading,
and thereby (in the context of a containing logical ‘theory) codifies
all of ‘the sentence's entailment-relations--nothing more. And it is
clear that the performative preface displayed in (227) plays no role in
- determining the conditions under which (226) is true, or what is or is
. not emtailed by (226). (Thus Lakoff writes, correctly, 20 e

Note ‘that im sentences it js the propositional content,
not ‘the entire sentence; that will be true or false...
in sentences-where -there is an overt performative verd
of sayiné*or stating or asserting, the propositional
content, which is true or false, is not given by the
sentence as a whole, biut rather by the object of that
performative verb. (1972:560) '

.

\ \

The "propgiliitional content" referred to' is precisely\tpe scope or
complement®¥of the performative operator. The specifigation of overt
performative.verbs is inessential to ‘the point.) Entailment-relations,
and truth-conditions generally, are to Ve read ot from*under the v
performative preface, and so; consequently, is logical form. Contrary
to*what Lakoff goes on neologistically to say, logig form does not
properlj contain propositional content--it is prop sitional content.
The semantie content of a sentence is One thing; tHe.illocutionary’force
of that sentence, or'the (pragmatic) use to which it is put on sgme
occasion, is quite another, though bdth notions aré important to the
understanding of "meaning" taken diffusely in the large!

The relevance.ot the Pérformative Analysisjtofour discussion of
"relative grammaticality™ is thatgit provides af cgunterexamplé to o
premise (ii') of the revised Argument from Genek¥dtive Semantics. Logical
form, ‘properly construed, is not the.sole input to the transformational
component, for transformations operatg=§§awell on perféﬁ"tiVe material,
and performative matertal is not part of logical form.'rgghus; if we

_take "déep structure" to be, by definition, whatever.it #s that syntactic

9
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" gransformations take as input, we cannot accept:the suggestion that
_deep structure may simply be jdentified with logical form, Deep
. structure has logical, form as a proper part.) Now, what we want
N to 'suggest’ is that there is at least a second sort of input to the ,'
. " “transformational component: factual presumptions. That is, we -shal
S concede that contingent factual presumptions dp indeed affect .
= .. syntactic proceksges, .but deny the alleged implicatioﬁ,that these
s presumptions have semantical pepercussions. In this way we may ’
s concede their. existence and their syntactic relevance without courting
. . the troublesome and counterintuitive claim that- a septence's semantic
* : properties (as codified in the logical form(s) assignéd to the sentence)
’ vary with contingent fact. . <o - .
» No one who takes seriously .the contention tha%*%yntgctic processes
have, "psychologieal reality" need find this proposal startling. It . -
‘4s not-surprising that perfarmative prefaces affect syntactic deriva=
-tions, since what one wants and jntedﬁs to- do ‘with one's words, no’
Jess -than. the thought (s6 to speak) passing through one's mind; may
- certainly be expected to affect. the.causal proceg§ses issuing in one's
- actual speech. Likewigg,'ﬁe woul éct the badkground beliefs |
stored in one's belief-stockpile ffect these processes -too. So
, it is quite natural to suggest thst sets of beliéfs (on someone's
N part) should serve as input to syntactic transformations Just as P
g‘? . performative prefaces do, or 4t least that some transformations should
: . . Dbe sensitive to them.’ : ) )

. * ]
- o ¢ . -
. . o~ _— > R -
. .

\

~ .

5.2. Alternative Analyses
We hypothesize'that the transformetions that are gsensitive to
contingent factual beliefs are relatively superficial. Consider case
- 3 above, that of ﬁresumptive intonation contours. Our inclipation is
to suppose that the relevanp'stress,is functioning only conversa-
-tionally in such caSes; but; rather than put forward a Gricean theory
. applicable to stress pheﬁomeng, let us suppose for the gsake of argument
that stress contour cuts deeper thean this,. to the extent that a
sentence uttered with inappropf{ate_intonation relative to the
contextually presumed beliefs is syn%agtically and not Jjust conversa- *
tionally unacceptable. If so, we Aggest, the beliefs affect the
" syntactic process somewhere in the relatively superficial subprocess
-~ . ' of lexicalization (if intona&iion ig' taken to be a lexical matter), or
even in the ‘phonological component (if we are’eargful to distinguish
- a theoretical level of "surface structure" from what is ultimately’
‘ produced -in: the form of patterns of noises or marks). It seems clear
that the truth-conditions of (222a) and (222b) are precisely tife
same--though of course This would be denied by soﬂ%:ne who held that -

e ¥

(2222) is ill-fbrmed, and hence has no truth-conditions at all, in

contexts in which it is pres¥med that it's good to be a lexicalist. =

Why not adbpb the far more natural alternative of sayings not that

.in such a context (22@a) has been produced from no legical form at '

) all,  but that it has been produced from a conjunctive logical, form N

! ** ' (the same one which underlies (222b)) by a syntacticeprocess culminating

e . __in a regrettably defective lexicalization? .

, v Tt is much more obvious that Lakoff's date concerning who (case ., X
2 above) are lexical in nature. When a syntactic process requires the v -

) A insertion of a relative pronoun, the syntactic component waits\until .

»

. *
* . -
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almost all its aperations have been completed before deciding whether
to lexic3lize that pronoun as who or ‘as whick: [he choice, .to-be
sure, is dictated by a nonsemantic factor; but it is quite a super-

- ficial choiée. 0

The\lnsertlon of even, too, and either (ef. cases 1 and ¥) is,

transformational process by items from whatever set of factual pre
sumptions is in play.

we Should think, nearly as_superficigl, triggered rather late in ti’/’_-,,'

Since ve want so far as posgible to aveéid

aresting'our‘maln contentions on substantive and probably.controvers al

"at the’

synt%ctlc claims (not being in a position to defend steh‘claims in ‘& :
detall) we shall not try to "flesh out an articulated theory of the
sources of the Lakov1an articles.* Bk if a grammar is to be senséﬁlve
enough to factual presumplions to ‘mark the Lakovian target sentences
as’ being ungrammatical relafive-to thé relevant presumptions, then
th ammar must have some way of recordlng that relativity. We
sugges} that the most natural and appropriate procedure is simply to -
flag sdme transformations in such a way as to limit their operation
to occasions of’?avorable conditions in a speaker s (or whoever's)
belief-stere. c
We are a little more troubled by example (225) above. The

presumption of (225a) is evideptly-~ -that going to the dontlst is not
enjoyable (that going to the dentist and énjoying oneself tend to
predlude one-.another); and the (true) presumptlon.relatlve to which
(225v) 1s deffiant is that taking a pleasant ride through the country-r
side, ete. gre enjoyable (do not tend td preclude enjoying oneself). '
We are pot sure exactly what is going on here, but we shall hazard
some cautious- preliminary syntactlc remarks designed simply to
illustrate the pattérn of explanatlon that ve_ find attractive.
' It seems clear enough that instead, at 1east in septences like
(22Sa-b), contains a hidden reference back to a previously occurring
item; instead cannot occur in the absence of any gssumed antecedent*‘f

. LA S
. (228) #The whale is a mammal instead:

(229) #Two and two is four instead.

- -

Probably there is a deleted redundancy--v1z. instead in. (225) very
likely comes' from instead of NP where "NP" is replaced by a.repetition
of the original noun or nominal phrase. " Thus, (225a) would come” from

- (230) Jane donsidered going to the dentlst but declded .
- ' to enjoy her day off instead of going to' the
C dentist. ‘. . . \
. . - . ont @
the ! 1nstead of" clause being.inside the.scope of dec1ded.28 . -
It is 1355 plausible here to say that instead is inserted super-
{fcxally in esponse to the presence ef\a- factual belief, if instead

is’ indeed mot & merely inserted itém-like even o too. IS instead
derives_ from an entire underlying ¢lduse, then it is less easy-to

fall bl on- our practice of Sayldg /that' itjis Just kicked in lexically
venth hour by a piéce of / ackgro d information. .

' 4 ‘ . -

- . 4 . -
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avhat may p0331b1y be happening here is that instead of in inter-
mediate.structure comes from a sentential confiective, and=is inserted
when~the connected sentences are nominalized (if the nominalizdtions
do come from underlying sentences, as they may or may not). The
connective in question may well be and not. If so, then it is i

- wd plau31ble to suggest that. instead of’ as a particular lexicalization

of & ~ has a contrastive connotation (unlike other lexicalizations
such as and not), Jjust as.but is a lexicalization of ‘& which is
digﬁ}ngulshed from other p0331ble 1ex1callzat10ns 1n that it carries
the suggestion of contrast. And tkis brings us to & brief discussion

of the nature of "contrastive connotation" itself.
« A naive thebrlst might demand that sentences whose m;I;-éqrfage .
connective is and and those whose main ednnective is but be assigned* R

" different 1oglcal forms. E.g. since

. (231) George believes in semantic presupposition but
he's smart.
suggests in whatever sense that we don't' expect believers in éeﬁantig
presupposition to be smart, while

(232) George believes in semantic presupposition and
he's smart. "
" carries no such suggestlon, it might be said that (231) and 232) have
different underlying semantic structures. This, we believe, would be
. seriously mistaken. For, considered from the austere standpoint of
truth-conditions alone, {231) and (232) would seem to be equivalent.
. Since (232) is true if George bgelieves in semantic presupp051t10n and.
" George is smart, this commlts us to saying that (231) is"true in that
circumstance as well. -
Perhaps “the. contentlon that (231) and (232) have the same truth-
conditionsswill be seen as simply question-begging. After all, 1?k\\\\»
(231) is jll-formed in a .context in which it is not presumed that
Belief in semantic presuppositipn tends to preclude being smart,
then ( 231)‘and (232) cannot have the sape truth-cbndltlons,’there
beiﬁ at least one possible state of affairs in which (£32) 'is true
but (231) is untrue (iecause ungrammatical). - We shall argue againgt
this last claim by considering that possible state -of affairs a
little more closely. OSuppose we are in a seminar room full of
semantic presupposition enthusiasts, and ‘that ‘these worthi&s have
convinced us that the notion of.semantic pre522p051t10n is not only
viable but a sharp and indispensable tool fop-iingutstic*semantics .
in this<century. No one in the room doubts this for a moment; any =~ ~°
one of us, faced with a philosopher who failed to recognize the
prevalence of truth-valuyelessness, would -conclude either that the
' -* philosopher' s intuitions and a priori. assumptlons,were badly soured ﬁkﬁ*v
—a'or‘clouded by years of teaching intréductory first-order 1oglc, or lﬂi
that the philosopher was a Jackass. <Now .suppose that someone, 1n the
company asserts (231) referrlng by his use of George to someoge who % .
is not present. It seems clear that, although the speaker S utterante
is deviant in the context, nevertheless what he says has 31gn1flcant

:
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ihplichtions For example, he could Jusbifiably be heid to,have
Q‘asserted that' George believes in ‘semantic presupposition, and likewise,
to be held linguistically’ xesponsible for the truth of .the claim that
George is smart, (the speake?\gid after all, __I_that George. is smart)
Ir George«turns ‘out to be stupid despite his EFIief in semantic .
presupp031t10n then, it seems to us, the‘speaker~has {inter alla) %
said something false: Now if ewgi in_a context elaboratély safe-
guarded agalnst the presumptlop that bellevrng in- semantic presup- )
@QSItiPn tends to preclude being. smart, the speaker“s utterance is = -
held to have 1mp11cat;ons (it entails its conjuncts at least) and to
. be (even "in part") false, thén it has, semantic properties and hence
is not. meanlngless or semayitically 111-f9rmed?1n the context.
The case is even clearer if we imagine tha¥ ‘the. speaker; rather
than belng one of pur owh number4 has just entered’ f¥om th& outside.
He may utter)(23l) bellev;ng that ‘Boé&r and Lycan were right in i
"Thé Myth of Semantic Presuppositigpny and _that they.never should have
been.persuaded to recant. What are we (the occupants’ of bhe seminar
room) to say about this ‘utterance of (231)? Should.wé say that it is o
ungrammatlcal and hence meanlngless, though the speaker remains gally
unaware ‘of this? [That the speaker's ‘own &pparent belief in {(231)'s .
presumption suffices by itself to render his utterance.meaningful?
Thet (such matters being relatlve) the*utterance is medningful "for >
him" but not meaningful "for us", whateVer that might mean?, Whatever
. choice we make here, one‘@hlng that seems indlsputable is that; as —~
before, the utterance has 1mp11cat10ns and admits at least of the
possibility of being false; and if so, then it is meanlngful and" -
hence grammatlcal 4n the context, perlod
But_.isn't there sqmething Wrong with uttering (231) in a context .
in which no one belleves\or pretends to ‘believe that’bellevrhg‘in-
semantic presupposition tends ﬁ"’preclude being smant” Certainly
there is', but not necessarlly falsity, truth-valuelessness, ot any “
other semantic defect. An utterancé of (231) would be 1naggr02rzate. -t

0 f . e

5.3. The Awfulness or (Relax;ve) Devlance « T :

. It wquld be_hard to.explaim the® inappropriateness in Grlcean terms,
since there is nothlng wrong with the literal locutionary dontent of*

':(231)--rt does not’ appear to violate any conversational maxim, and
hence does not give rlse to a Griceai® argument on the part of the’
_hearer: "-Nor, though the utterance of (231). in a hostile situation
would certainly, be 1nfellcltous in some sense, would the infelicity
be of any characterls ic Austlnlan soxt, 'for nothlng would go wrong

= in any standard way with the speech act performed (qua speech act)-- *
there is.no tem tation to acctse the utberer of Having failed to make ¢ .

. a statement, or of- having stated defectively (except in a tautolo—»
gously broad sense of "defective" that simply co-extends wlth the
wholly. general "inappropriate"). .

& The problem seems 1ntu1t1vely to re51de in the, cholce of the wora
but, and thus ‘to.be a-lexical'problem. This brlngs us back to’ \
pattern.of explanation. employed- in connectlgn aith who, even, oo, . .
and either. The 1exlca1121ng transformatlon that produces English . ),
reflectrans of & 1s sensitive to faetuar'presumgéeons. 1f it is

s
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_ inspead refYects a shallowl,

- _— .
presumed (by whomever) that theatfﬁgh of Sp tends to preclude that
of Sp, then.the occurrence of & in I'S; & S,y will be lexicalized as )
but; otherwise not. And vhat is wrong with (231) in a context in’
wh®eh- no one 'has..the relevant belief is that But-Lexicalizatiomchas
- operated on its ownngithout‘thewappropriate'triggér. A parallel
acfount may ekplain the behavior of instead: _We have suggested that
erlying instead of, and the latter .
appears to be a specialized xicalization of & ~ {waiving quéstions
how and where. in the derivation lexical insertion-occurs,, properly

triggered gnly when the speaker's store of pyesumptions in€ludes the
belief “that one of the relevant alternatives~excludes the other. The
string ' . -

-

"t (233) #Jane thought of going swimming, but’ decided $ .
¢ . to-go swimming instead. ¢ - . .
is completely unacceptable because the presumption that going swimmingj
tends ‘bo preclude going swimming is self-contradictory. - c e/
A similar if slightly extended stgaiegy may suffice to account for
. the presumptive béhavior' of counterfactuals. Our ,account of counter-
factuals, in Section 3.8 above, unlike our other explanations of
Vpresupposition" phenomena, rested” on a highly substantive piece of
theory (David Lewis') and so was introduced only &s an attractiye .
possibility; what we shall point.out here .is ahotﬁér. :
Our feelings about counterfactuals with‘true antecedents are
very strong, and (to report our own case) they bear interesting intro-

.

’spective.gimilarities to our feelings about even, but, instead, etc.

It is possible that the deviance of a-counterfactual with a true antece~ |

dent is, like theirs, lexical. Notice that the problem arises only in

connection with the superficial subjunctive mood. Even when a conditionak

expresses' a specuylative hypothesis, its antecedent may gcceptably%b

true if it is couched in the overtly indicative mood, as .

T .

(234) If it turns out that Haj comes-to the party,
there'll be a volleyball game. -

* -~

. which is perfectly acceptablé even when it doep turn out that Haj

_attends. Now it is interesting that the subjunctive mood (excluding .
ythe hortatery subjunctiva) is in a w&y not on a par with_the other _
‘moods of a traditional Pnglish- grammar: indicative, interrogative,
_imperative. Each of -the latter corresponds to a general type of speech
act-(stating, asking, ordering, ete.), an@‘is produced at the surface .

.

presumably by transformations which are triggered by the'corregpgndihg,ggk o

_performative preﬁaces in syntactie deep"q&§pcturea, The subjunctive
mood, by contrast, corresponds to no familiax general type of speech -

. act. and is presumably not so prodiced. Ouf suggestion (only that) is
that the superficial subjunctive mood is a lexical item, introduced by _
a Yexicalizing transformation, and that this lexicalizing rule is a
factually restricted one, Yike ggEngchalizatibn. One further shall

. piece of evidence for this is the fact that,-while the gransformations

,
’
.

&
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- which produce surface’ interrogatives and imperatives reorder .
. structural elements of underlying forms, whatever produces surface.
-4 subjunctives changes-.only individu8l words. To make a subjunctive, = -
. — one need only change does to-shauld, was to were, will to would,

. _.s - ete. If gll this is right, then the deviance of a counterfactual with
‘" a true antecedent is of just the same sort as that of- (231) tokened in
a hostile context; a sentence of the form (175) above presumes (we might -
say, lexically presumes) the falsity of Sj.

;

; * _Slh Narrow Grammatlcallty and Broad Grqmmatlcallty ' s -
“ o . A serious’ objectlon to our program comes mind.” We have conceded
s - that the, failure of a Lakovian or‘lexical présumption has syntaetic

repercussions) insofar as lexicalization is a 'syntactic matter, and we
+ have suggested that .the resulting odd utterance is the product of
’ - 11licit Iexicalizatlon. Now to say that the lexicalization of but in
a hostile context is 111101t is presun?bly to say that the appearance
“of but at the surface* is not the result /of a correct application of
But-Lexicalizatlon. But (so the objection goes) there is no such thlng
as an incorrect application of But—Lex1callzat10n--a syntactic rule
s °e1thezF§55TT§§=Br does no;fapply Consequently, the ‘surfacing of but
_is not the result of an application of But- Lexicalization at all. “And
it certainly is not the result of an appllcdbnon of amy -other syntactic
rule; so it is not generated by the set of syntactic rules teken as a
whole, i. e. not generated by the g;ammar ‘But a grammar is {among other-
things) a recursive device that delinéates the notion of grammaticallty
. So our string whose factual presumption has failed is ungrammatical
. u~_(1n the context in which the failure occurs:). Moreover, since it is ° -
not the output of any syntactic rule(s) and since our syntactic rules -
frun in reverse) are what. assign semantic repreésentations to surface
. structures, it seems we are forced to the conclusion that our defective
o string has no semantic. interpretation,-and hence expresses no loglcal
e ﬂorm, and hence is hssigned=ﬂ6“truthrconditions, d hence cannot- be:
- :%unt of but and

either true or false! In short, in offering our
other partlcles, ‘have we not \almost explic1tly conce ed?Lakoff s claim
. in its strongest form, .and Opened the door to semant e presupp051tlon
" after all? N
This argument is’ 1mnre551ve, and théugh"we beli ve that it '
© _fails due to several crucial overszmpllflcatlons, we shall be able
S "here to offer only & rough sketch of’a reply. But we can begin with

< " . a detum_that is tolerably clear.and points toward. complex1ties
~ . - . unrecognized by, the argument.: s

i There:is a substarftial intuitive dlfference between the sense in -
! which- (231) is ungrammatical" relative to theﬂjact that bellev1ng in
— o [ semantlc presupposition does*® not tend to preclude being smapt-~at |
best & somewhat atteriusgled sense, we belleve--and that in whlch (236)
,~=or even {23%) is ungrammatica1‘ -
. /\ -
o N {236) *Good of belleve off table the the the why. .- .
‘ ' L (23n) *Bertra.nd ‘believes who Gottlob is. .
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. What we want to maintain s that (231) is "grammatical enough® .
to have truth-conditions, and‘indeed to be true even when 1exic§i§y .
inappropriate. The utterer of (231) (in the hostile circumstances)

has violated a rule of grammar, but if is not a rule whose-violation
-produces semantic anomaly. We propose the hypothesis that, even though
the' rule in éhis.cage has not been properly triggered, it can still be
.run.backwards as a semantjic-#nterpretation mapping in such a way that

(231), even in our hostile context, will be assigned a (truth-conditional)’

semantic interpretation and hence can be understood in a rdther narrow
sense -(for what that is worth). Thus, to address the formidable

objection .raised a few paragraphs above, the factual restriction on our
But-Lexicalication rule dpes not serve gs an impenetrable filter. That

———

is, it is not an afsolute restriction whicﬁ, if-violated, prevents the
rule from operating at all; rathen, it functions (if you like) as =&
” strainer--4je product succeeds in coming through, but not in a very
appetizing form. , It is, we shall argue, grammatical in a brogd but
useful sense,-though deviant in a considerably narrower sense.
If there are (as we contend, Contrary at least to 4<he letter of

‘Generative Semantics) several disparate sources of‘input to the trans-

- formational.componen%, at least two of which must function jeintly to ¢

A

produce a particular string that is grammatical in the. context in which -
it oecurs, then & is (though perhaps unfamiliar) not at all surprising *

c that “here 'should-be more than one sort of syntactie or quasi-syntactic
- "geviante", correspondigg to failures of various sorts of triggers.
The deviance of (231) in our hostile context is duwe, not to any mal~

unction or misuse of the rules yhich rearrange elements' of logical form
_ tdwproduce surface form, but to the unlicensed application (n@vertheless,
-~ &n applicatign) of a presumption—sensitive_1exicalizing rule which has

nothing to do with structuring. 'The form is the same, and ‘it is.this
form for which truth-conditions are defined. Thus, a sengeéce uttered
“in a context may be lexically deviant without being semantically
deviant or uninterpretable. ¥ In'this quaigt sense, the sentence may

‘(somewhat paradoxically) be both Mungrammatical® in its context and

Y

-

.

true, unlike (236) or (237), which simply have no semantic interpretation.

And, a fortiori, the sSentence can be both "ungrammatical’ in this way~—

and meaningful. This‘sufficgé'td’turn aside.the Argument'fiom Mganingful-

ness; since that argument.baldly assumed, equivocating on g;ammaticalia
that ungrammaticality entails .-meaninglesgsness. E . -

What is to become, then, of.Lakoff's claim that "a sentence will be

well=-formed only with respect %o cértain presuppositions _about the
nature &f°the world"? . We have distinguisied two notions of "grammati-
‘calness" which might paraphrase well-forMed here, a broad notion and

a narrow notion. A sentence'is T"grammatical® in the broad semse if it
is assigned a semantic.inte;pretation, whether or.not it has been- ¢
appropriately’lexicaliZed (alternatively, if it-ds the product of some:,
rules has been applied in violation of & "gtrainer"-style resyriction).
A sentence is "grammatical" in the narrow senmse, hdwever, only if it is
.not only semantically interpretab;e but cq?rectlx-1exicalizedpgiven

the factual presumptiopns that in facgfobtain in t@se context in which. it
is uttered.* Thils,.a sertence ip vacuo is "grammatical” in the broad

.

. application of the relevant syntactic rules, even if“one or more of the™

by
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‘sense, or else it is not; it is grammatlcal" (or ungrammatlcai")
in-the nartow sense only ;ﬂlatlve to a set of contingent beliefs. -

_ To be semantically interpretable is to ‘have a- specific”logical
form or forms. In view éf this, we prefer to reserve the term well-
formed as a synonym for, "grammatical" in the broad sense. (Thus,. some
well-fqrmed sentences are lex1cally improper. ) We may relate weil-
formedness in this sense to “grammaticalness" *in the narrow sense in -
the way suggested by Lakoff himself (1969:115): A string S .is welle
formed (= "grammatical"™ in the broad sense) iff there is at leasﬁ“gne
set of factual presumption® relative to which S is "grammatical in ¥
' \&he narrow sense. The well-formedness of S, on this usage, does not
" vary with contextually speclfled sets of bellefs.

Lakoff writes,

. N

\’ . - .

However, if a speaker 'iswmcalled upon to make a judgment as
to whether or not S ig 'deviant', then his extra-linguistic
knowledge énters the plcture

an our usage dev1ant here is, to be read as not 'grammatical' in the
narréw sense"; a sentence's being "devaant in this sense is (contrary
to Lakoff's usage:) compatible with that sentencg s being’ well-formed
(sémantically- interpretable). = % g

The contrast between the broad and narrow- senses of grammatical"
haﬁso far been h}.ghllghted only by the behavior* of words of a certain
" class {even, too, efthér, instead, but, ...), which-(8d to ‘speak)
themselves carry donnotations of various klnds. If we aré right in
supp051ng all thig, then possibly other syntactlc phenomena wlll be seen
‘tospoint toward, the distinction as well. And it.should be added that"
« ‘there are.proba yrlots of different_ senses (or kinds, or grades) of
grammaticality h@sides these two; grammatical, deviant, OK, and other ,
evaluative predicates applied by linguists to strings mash many
dlfferent kinds of ilqgulstlc (and sometimes nonllngulstlé) goodness
and “badness ,- and soméday these must all be stralghtened out. PR

Lakoff antlclpates and d1sparages our suggestion of. def1n1ng
"grammaticality" in the broad sense insterms of JM'gramhmaticality” in
the narrow sense and reserving "well-fonmedness .as a: synonym for the
former £ . -

[

~free syntax. One/might ask then what would be tfie content
of this field, qy at phenomena would it.deal with swould it
be 1nterest1ng Such a field of presuppositlon-free syntax
weuld- deviate from the traditional study of syntax in that |,
it would no longer involve the study of the distribution of
all gfammatlcal morphemes. As we have seen, the d1str1butlon0
of graymatical morphemes' like who versus which cannot be. h
" stated 'in terms of presuppos1tlon-free syntaxi..It is not
- "‘even cleap that pr1nc1pled grounds’ could be found for
“motlvatlng the notion of grammatical transformati n w1th1n -
the’ bounds of such a field...In fact, ‘it may welll turn out
that such a fiekd would'Ee limited teo" the study e% the well-
- . . . 5

Such a def1n1t1o§/woulﬁ define g fleid of presuppos1tion~
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© - o formed‘ness: cond\itions on possible surface structures of a . . )
language: Such a %;;‘L.eld might well be no-more interesting
N 3 than-traditional phrgse structure grammar. At present, there - !

’ - " is no reason to bRlieve that it would be: (pp. 115-6)
. : ° . N .

] * Lakeff. seems to concede here that o,ﬁr distinction between well-formedness
. .  #nd "grammaticality"-in thé narrow sense is tenatfle; ‘what he doubts is
. _ thates as a matter 8f empirical fact, a "presupposition-free syntax" or
. recursive characterization of (what we ¢all) .well-formedness, would be
. - able to explain many of what are treditionally taken to bé syntactic
" phenomena--or so we read the quoted remarks. . L —
. He points Gut ‘that "presupposition-free" syntax would fail to
" e _adcount for the distributdion of all grammatical mprphemes, e.g. for
" that of th'_o_ and which. This is correct; on our account, a recursive . -
.~ grammar of Q‘meres well-formedness would not predict whether who or -
s which wag correct in a given cgptext-‘-obviously, since it would _not be .
.+ context-relative at all. But this consequence is entirely congeniyl to ‘L Q
us. Whether one uses yho or vhich in'a given context is not a matter ) T
s of form or structure, and, so far as we can see, has nothing to do with
' truth-conditions in.the semanticists'-sense of the term. ‘It is & matter
of the appropriateness of *a single word. '-_l?gssibly appropriai‘:ef'ies.s'-
« conditions- should be bhwilt into an adequat€ 'semantics in the form of
. ¢ nohlogical axioms or "weaning postulates", for those linguists and ™~
*  philosophers who countenanee~such things. (and it seems clear that our
- syntax will have to countenance “them, though philosophers may go ‘on to
argue over their logical or epistemic status). But axioms, for those
who appeal. td them, serve strictly to account for. (or "account for")
thosg semantic phoenomena' that are ngmetructurad, that turn on particular
information about particular inorphe; or- semantic. primes. Thus, it
seems, to us that.a recursiye theory 6f~wel‘1-fo$dn°éss shonld fail to -
predict the.behavior -of all morphemes. . ‘ Pig : ,@ .
. A more serious question is that af whether a%uppositimn-fr;ee'"
syntax would be interesting or important: Lakoff contents himself with.
giving a few examples, of .allegeddy fnteresting phénomena that would .
fail to be tYeated by such a syntax. That in itself is unexciting. ™,
. What makes Lakoff's ekam;';les more interesting is that the phenomepa in -
question are ones, which have been thought of by linguists specifically !
e N as‘syntactic phenomena. And data of this sort dm#ive home dur earlier =~ ¢ °
contention that .syntactic rules operate oﬂ'§pm¢tl’ii‘hg in addition to * , .
. . semantic representations or logical forms. ’ .. o N
. However ,()assbmi'n_g that Lakoff's ints concerning selecti
restrictions, coreference .and identit$; etc.- can be dealt Wit .
. pendently), y¢ have found- only one class of syntactic phenomena .that .
. - require us’' t® posit input’ from.the belief-store, and the hypothesized -
= ,..syntactim_éffect_jf_ such. beliefs is (so_far as hds been shown) quite °
) superficial, There seems to be a group of morphemes whosedistaihution,
: . pather late, ip;the, tz:ansi{ormat}iqnal procgss, is 'i_.n‘eed go,’verngd .,
P backgrouhd beljefs. But'that in iis,eli: hardly warrants,'Lq.kof;ﬁ"s grandly - |
' gkeptical predictiong’quoted above.- He wo have' ¢ find ‘much mere-
> - fevidence, and meny more different kinds v# plainly syntactic but ¢ < g
equally plainly _context~bound da'té.,- in onder to make & case for ST,
. o - R N s ¢ LS ’ ' ‘




doubting the’ importance or interest of 'presuppqsition-ﬂree" syntax.
F Two final replies: s -
1. Lekoff says, "It is not even clear thdt srincipled grounds
could be found for motivating the notign of grammatical transforma- '
tion within the bounds of such'a field." His reason for- this (deietSS/n /
- frou the foregoing quotation) is’ that | /- v X \

- . since:selectional restrictions in general involve pre-
) suppositions, any such restrlctlons could not be used X Vs
y oo tofmotlvaté transformations. If such grounds for moti- . °
vating transformations were ‘taken away, it is not clear
. that very many, «if any, of the tradltlonally assumed .
- . ‘transformatlons could be motivated within a presupposition- o

. “free syntax.  [p. 116) ) _ \\}% . C

. Two dubious claims are involved here that "selectlonal restrlctlons
. in gendral involve’ pr‘esuppositions s d .fhat most of thé "Q.radltlonally .
assumed”, transformations are.assumed laygely on the basis of arguments
+from selectional restrictions. The first of these clﬁims'ls entirely '
unclear as it stands, ugh it is likely ‘to yleld a truth upon s
clarification, since "seldctional restrlctlons rathef}obv1onsly
depend on the beliefs of gpeakers and hearers and consequently may ' ‘
be- expected to vary con51derab1y with thbse bellefs (thls is one reaso
fér supposing that "selectional restrlctaons s contfary to the inten-
tions of Gilbert Ryle’ ‘Should play only a minor role in syntax) The
+ second claim is mucH more striking. Doubtless Lakoff knows far more
" of the hlstory of sy {ax than we. But (i) we haveednever noticed that
appeals to selectlggg restrictions loomed partzcularly large.in
i . syhtactigc. argumentatlbnathat‘we have come across, gnd (ii) we should
s regard such appeals”as argumentatively suspect, since (untultlvely *
speaklng) they bear not on formal structure, but on, 3 what we say aboug,
. the meanlngs of words Only much further work can settle these : \
. - - issues. v . . ’>~
I, _U o« V) The -matter of selectmonal restrictions a31de, it is edsy enough - -
' to.provide "pfincifled grounds" for motivating the notion of a |
.~ gxammatical transformatlogﬂﬁ;thln the ‘bounds of presupposition-free
syntax. The“job of a pre Pesitloanree syntax as }imned above is, -
'\\\ . gaven semantic representat10n° or logical forms written in a logicians' O
canonical idiom, to.map these forms ontc¢ vell-fo ed"ﬁi .e. in Lakoff's
. phrase, possitle} English surface=structures. A syntax of'well- . - ~ -
¢, - ' - .formedness is needed (whether or not it is, as-"important! as some <
- . " other. branches and sub-branches of semlotlcs) gnd it is hard to see ~
.. = how such a mapping would Be able -to. functlon in the aﬁsence of;
/} - ,grammatical tranSermatLOns--lt seenms, 1ndeed to- requlre them by

©o.,

de nltion A I FC . ..
- koff says; "CPresuppositioanree syntaX] might well be no ‘ ..
- ’) ‘mére nterestihg than tradltlonél\phrase stucture’ gr £, AL T S
) o resent, t rekls 1o reason to Yﬁgjé’\\%kat it -would. e.e \I? ‘what . - :
' : L off is 1¥oking for is an'sa priori Treason 1o believe\th&t - S
.o presupp031t10n-free .syntax woulfi’ be interestifg, in.addition to. the " ;
N e rather obV1&ﬁs fact ‘that beth loglc and “grammar réquira soma.notion .
‘ .. . .7 v s . « : D

~
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~of abstrac%*structure (nowever unimportéht that structure miéht turn
- out-to be in comparison to other features df a natural langduage), he -
can find tpat reason in nis' own remark about 'Mwell-formedness .
. conditidns on” possible surface strucgures". For we have the notion,
. v marked vividly in.intuition, of a possible’sentence,-a string which
) has a §?s§;ble use in Englisg,’though of coursé not every possible
N ‘sentenfe Sg appropriate in every (or even any) context. There is a
firm distinction between strings which are possible sentences.of
<o English and strings which simply have no semantdc interpretation.: .
’ (We \yould be the last to rule out the possibility that this distinction
\ masks further and more refined distinctions as well.) It is precisely
VT . .the job of "presupposition-free" syntex, as Lakoff sees, to mark this
) distinctionand thereby to delineate the class of strings that are
. . candiggtes for lexically correct, -felicitous and conversationally
acteptable fitterance. And that is interesting enough for us.

“/
.
~N
,

t K .

. . . f. L N . ) ~ ’ 5
K ,,' CT . ¢ . . Footnq%es~ . s .
. . lkeenan (1972) provides. a good example of the theoretical
. . " 5 complications attending the acceptance of presuppositions.
\"x -7 . ' ’ ™ ‘ . v s T
'* - . 2yilson (1975) makes a valuable step towards disdreditipgﬂpre-,‘

suppqs;p§§n§, albeit -from, a* somewhat different standpoiﬁ% from the one
adopted here. Bo&p and Lycan (1974 ) attack presuppositions®in the form -

.(\\ of "invited inferences" (GeiSvand‘!wicky 1971).
. - ’ \ [§ . . . . , ]
] . 3Langendoen and -Savin (1971); Karttunen (1973). A T
: , . bKartt&%%n's more recent writings display increasing sobbigtication
K .. in these matters. (1973% Karttunen and Peters 1975). - .
. , . SThis rérmulation is'oufd reconstruction (Bo€r and Lycan 197h) of
: Geis  4nd Zwieky's text. : s ) ,
- K o e §The following ﬁbint hag béen made independently and somewha} - .
* gifferently by Katz (1973). * .
< s i . 4 S g . ..
. Trnus P Lakoff (1972).cannot’ (eontrary fo his explicit statement

e dn footnote 2 to Section V) have been speaking of semantic”presuppositibn
: - when he wrote, "...in certain cases Esicd the presuppogition relation

O £ tranSitiv'e...CBu’aJ’ansitivity of the presuppositi®n relation fails
"* in Cother] cases" (575, 576). / N : T

-~ 8This is not to say That stress does not sometimes ‘have semantic
S significance as well.” . & L=, L '
R s . e . R

o ' 9The treatment of it as,a "aﬁrface-marker".fér a bound ¥ariable
in deep structure figures .prominently in‘the version of ‘Montague Grammar
e ° ' | formulated by Cresswell (1973:178-9)4 obviating the need for a rule of °

C;-éfting.: . : S . L /:. fe . 7 -
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10geis (1973)\§ursues thiy

line in a rejoinder to Wilson (1972).

LlNotice that this is slightly. paradoxical in itself: (74b), when

" suttered (as -is more common).with TIsing stress on know, suggests or - ‘

implies that Sam is a Martian, even though (Thb) itself is entailed by
¢ the—tlaim that he is mot!» ' .o

o N ..

. ~ -
. 1213 o system of Montague Grammar, the distinction between . ‘
-, internally and externally negated factive constructions can be made R

explicit at the level of deep structure, in terms of variations in the
scope of negation.relative to the scope of the nominalized sentential -
. complement (regardeq)as a functor which forms sentences -flrom monadic.
predicates). Given an approprigte semantical rule for<¢a [factive
complementizer that',’ factive constructions and their intdrnal negations.
can both be shown to entail their sententigl complements resswell
1973:165-9). If negated factives are thus syntactically ampiguous, "°
there is yet another explanation of the temptation to -invo semantic”
presuppositions here, viz. failure to dist;nguish the gengﬁﬁe entgilnfent
which attached to internal negations in deep structure from the merely
pragmatic implfcation attaching to external néﬁations. This explanatiol
would in turn'neatly account for the fact tﬂht the factive supggestion
carried by a negated episﬁemic sentence iszpbliterated when that 1is
replaced.by. whether. e TR . - . . -~

e

N 4

13Cbmpa.re also As sodh as émedley arriigd at the party, -he managed
. to slip and fall on his face, though some heé{grs might inisist on under-
standing this as irony. A ’ . T, . )

)

e actual’ semantics’and syntax of (103a) ane -mysterious to us.->
If. (103a) is equivalent to some conjunction, as we.Suppose, is. it
» itself derived from'same &onjunction in semantic Structure? Is there
* lany syntagtic evidence to indicate .that mahage (‘.mdergdes(lexiqal ot
+ “decomposifion? Tiese are matters we shall haveNto leave. But our data
conEerniiE (119)-(121) suffice to make the prelimihary point that (103a)
is' simply stronger than (103c), and.this point yitlds a natural explana- —
tion of Kﬁ?ttunén’é'phenomenaguobviating any need to invoke semantic

presupposition. e ‘L . T
. - ’ ’ + <. . l
¢ K'!ﬂ&éﬁpr some speakers, 'detually, olir geghnician‘s'op ning-and- , i‘
. shutting éct{gn verifies (14Tb) as well -as (147a).. Foffthese speakers.,
© .the .following account is unnecessary. * The oddity of (1h2a) when (142b)
* 4 false is due simply to the statistical rarity- of actions relevantly
‘ like John's. " e e , L
. 1 - .
...... 190t course, this.kind\of sitfation almost never actually oreurs:
, "When .vacuous names occur in ordinary English, they do so attribyt Y.
+  See Boér (to appear). . ol . ,' . - % Yo
L. C : TRET
17The distinction between referential and- attributive uses of v

singular terms, originally. ihtro8ticed by Donmellarn’ (1966) as a pragmstic
matter,TBEs subsequently been given both a semantio dimension (Boér, to,.
L. appe&rgfﬁqér and Lxcan, in press; Devitt 197k) and a ‘syntactic &?mension
"~ (Stampe 1974;3Be1171973).-" . . . -

oY
@

\)‘, ... . . * .». “"."'8\)

&

” N .

B . e ¢ - .
P e o . L - b .
M - . B . . L - »
L . . P . C b e . . Y {3 .
. R v - H. Fd by




>

I

18However, see Harmah (l975)

19For what we take to be the reason for this lack of success

néwever, see Lycan (1970). . N

»
a .

. 20chiefly Takoff, (1969 and 1972). See also Fillnore (1971) and
" Langendoen (1971). S .

~
’

) \Y
2;Horn argues for related conclugions concerning onlx these,
we believe, are easier to explain away in terms .of quantlflcatlonal

structure. i : . .
. . . ‘-4'1\-0 . \ P

22Da.ta. of this sort were called to our attentlon by JonmSchonsheck ,
in an unpubllshe note. . )

23He also off s examples concernlng,%electlonal restrlctlons, and

. some which depend h claims about coreference and ideritity; but we find: =

these far less conv1nexng than those We’ have 1isted. -

ehOf course, th1s is not to say ghat sentences could have meanlngs
-at.all in the absencexof sPeakers who use them in certain ways 1n
certain situations. € : -

.
- -

.225ee McCawley (1968)‘ RS (1970) ; Lakoff (1972), sadock. (1975).

-y,
‘ R

TS ST
26The point, however,'is not entirely uncontrovers1al anvoppos1ng

view is taken by -ewis (1972)=and by Cresswell (1973) "": . \.

- 27Qge5swell (1973:235- 6) seems td endorse A similar proposal for
Montagué Grammar, for he remarks on the "elegance" of incorporating
"use—dependent acceptabllxty prin01ples andenote§ that such pplnc1p1es

* can be generalazed te 1nclude beliefs as.well

28Actually, there is ssyelatively useless alternative readlng of .

f2252 and (230) according £% whichiwhat Jang did instead of going to the
dgeh® st was to make a de0131on, one- which may & may not have been’. /-

" carried out. v A C e

- \
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A Reconsi@eration_of Conditional Perfectién ‘ . .

. . , Marion R. Johnson T .

/ o= ’ .
Although the entailméﬁ%irelapions bet;;en a 'simple conditional
- and a bicéag}tional are unproblematic in symbblic logic, they have -
’ occasiorned a certain amount of controversy in regard to natural language
: Geis and Zwicky (1971) suggested that conditional sentences in Engli
— had a logical form characterized by a quasilogical property which the
' termed an 'invited imference". This putative propérty‘(called ~
Conditional Perfection) meant that every sentence with a logical
structure of the .fQrm 'If X, then Y' in some sense suggested its
) converse, 'If not X, then not Y'. TFor example, a conditional such as
: (1) was said to 'invite the inference' of (2) without, of course, -
actually entailing (2). © - ] "

Lt (1) If you moy-the lawn, I'll give you five dollars.
N (2) ’If you ddn't mow the lawn, I won't give you five dollars.
. - - . ‘ _—

Lilje (r972)—=nd—Boér—and Lycan (1973) rejdoted the idea Of ’ g
Conditional, Perfection as a real property of‘SﬂglisH conditionals, and .
documented a number of persuasive counterexamp1e§~to the claim that
‘it exists ag a general property of all conditional utterancesll Never=-
theless, I 'think that the original observation has sbme interest if it .
is vigwéd in pragmatic rather than semantic terms.. In this paper, I«
will try to show that there exists a-systematid relationship between .
what type of speech act is being performed &nd whether the conditiongl s

e embodying that speech act tends to situationally imply its converse.

- When condtionals are considered in relation to their function as-
- ‘ speech acts, it becomes necessary to recognize two kinds of ‘relation~
» ’shipsbetweenantetedent clauses and their consequents. In the case
~.of an asse}tioﬁ; the if-then construction expréssés'a_continseﬁt
relation between the truth value of two propositions. . That is, the.
- if-clause expressés a suffici®nt condition for the conseguent to be
true, ‘Mogeover;/both clauses are members of a unitary act of T o .
. asserting. Thus, if someone uttered (3) heicould be said to have made .
e . » a true and felicitous assertion even if it turns ‘out.that the proposition
: w_ ' made in each subclause is false, sincg  the contingent velation still L
‘. . .1 - holds gnd this is what ‘has been asgstrted. . S . R

> i

[YSVEEN

! ' (3) 1If it doesn't rain, our,cfops.will be ruineg.-
.' ,n , . . ,. -/. - , . ) . B . ) .
P CTne point is that whether orshot it rains, the dgct of uttering (3),
and it -coﬁsequen%Fs for speaker-addressee relations, will.be unaffected. >
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However, when @ conditional promise is beinéﬁexpressed, a r&3ther
different relatiof holds. When someone: utters.a sentence like (1),

thé if-clause expresses a .condition on the act of promising (expressed
by the consequent )? Moreover the antecedent has - an illocutionary
force of its own, since, in this case it is understood as a request.2
When the condition specﬁfied by the' 1f-clause is not fulfilled, the.
obligation invoked by the promise "fails to-take efféct, or‘is nulllfred
(dependlng on whether one considers that the ast of promising is L~
effective at the time of speaking or at the time of the: fulflllmé/t . 0
of the condition). This is true whethér the antecedent conVeyé a ¢
request, as in (1), or an assertion of.a state-of—the-world/necessary
for the promise to take effect as in

., (L) If it rains, I'l;»take you hote. -
Requests work in a parallel mafiner. If someone utters (5) o r (6),
he will not expect his addressee.to be bound by the request untll\the .
"condition in each case,has been fulfilled. “ . {—

]
(5) If I mow the lawn, then ive me five dollars.
(6) 1If it ra1ns, thén take me home.

Syntactically, then, we:nmust recognlze a difference between
conditionals in which the antetedent functions as a sentential adverbial
clause, and those in yhich it functions” as a performative adverbial
clause, qualifying the_ speech act performed by the consequent. This
difference turns out to play a crucial role in explaining vwhy people
sometimes respond to conditionals as if they were biconditionals.

- When an assertion of a conditional septence has-been made, it .
seems to me that any 1nference of the truth of its convérse will depend
upon the content and/or the context of the utterance. For example, if

LY

. someone utters \\\h’; . . Y R .

(7T) If this cactus grows native to Idaho, then it's not

an Astro hytum. N

»» . P

- , vV . © -
. (example from Lilje 1972) it "is véry unlikely that he intends to imply

its converse,

> ~ . 9. , R R
: (8) 1r this cactus doesn t ggow nat1ve to Idaho then

it's an Astroghxtum.3 s S .

o Fs

asCommon knowledge about botany makes it Improbable that anyone would

- believe (8) on the sfrength of (7). On the other h nd, there sgem to
" be many instances of~the dssertion of.a conditidnal in contekxts in which
the converse is situationdally implied. Consider. ’

. ~ . . ’

o (9) Ir John . quits, he will be repiaced. , . e

- . ; . ‘ N -

(example from Bo&r and . ﬂcan (1973) .Someone %ho assertg (9), and
is acting in good falth WIll want to be as informative as possible
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.- about the prospect of Joh

o/

b

— .

n's-being replaced, and at the same time not

say more than i @ecessary.

By itself, (9) is not sufficiently

informative urtless the condition expressed is

the cruei

condition”

° _ which is.relevant to ths\gzzzznt situation. It seems quite reasonable
L * to believe that people do ically menticn all facters relevant to
« o conditidnal -assertion, and ¥hat.théy are expected.to do so by their -
-~ . listeners. 'dh‘the'othr'%and, they are not expected to belabour gn ~
- ° obvious fact, since’this.tends to imply that the addressee-wds too v
- - Gull-witted to nobice the obvious for, himself. Thus Tt is easy .to’
- imagine a situation in which a sentence such as (10) would be literally
- true, but in which only (9) would be appropriate. ) L .
: (10) If John quits, he will be replaced, but if he doesn't, /
: he won't (at least in the relevant-future and '
given no change in, presdn® circumstances).
[N VY 3 ¢ .
(10) says too much that an addressee could have.grasped for himself® . -
- from his knowledge of the situation. In other words, people often use TN

simple conditionals in @ohtexts in which the converse would also be

-

true, but the truth of the converse is not asserted because it is

>

obvious.

liké

L] L

)

Anogher good example of this phenbmenoh ig a streef corner sign

.
. . e .

.

.

(example from Wirth 1975).

-(11) will turn out to be true in this syt

(11) Valk will mot eqme oh unless/button is pushed.

It is pretty certadn ﬁhét the converse of

is pushed, the walk light will come on. . This follows from our know-

ledge of buttons what are connected by e
It ,does not indicate a logical ambiguity in

such an amb{guﬁpy'exists)w
that the sign writer has
biconditionnl which .is not

(11) (Wirth claims that
. What is interesting about this example is

bothered to state only, the half of a true
That is, he wanis

obvious to a pedestrian.

B

uation; that is, if the buttd

-

L Y

1eétngcal wires to stop-lights.

only to call attention to the existence of the button as a necessary

«

condition for the walk light to work
will be ablegto figure out the rest

. "Hé knows that the" pedestrian
for jgimself; and that in general

S

: d father dra¥
tructions.

people
minded .

Pr
then, d
is more appropriate tHan a

their own conclusions, than be given sihmlq;;

’

tic factors governing ¢he use of.pond;ti!héi assertions,
; rmine-that in many casés the expression of a*simple conditional

biconditional, even though a biconditional

would be eqhally true.

This lealis to a geheralvexpgctayiqp that

conditional sentences will. be lised in this way, especially wheh these
sentences are encountered in isolation and the *content provides no
’ >

“obvious clue to,the contrary.

[

.
“

Whehi a conditional’ clau
~or request, the ‘inference that the converse is

Jupon a different chain of

qualifies a spee
‘trie wil} depend
nversational reasoning.  Consider again

sentence (1)3 and itgwcghverse; (1a): - e LT, .
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~ {T"someone says . ‘ .,

-, ) * . . T ‘ ’ * 9h. !
’ (1) If youmew the Tawn, I'll give you fivé dollars. )
(1a) If you don't mow the lawm, I won't give you ﬁ;ve

t L CT dollars. . . r

. . ~ @ .

‘Whether or not someone infers (la) on-‘the strength of (1) depenég

. upon his assessment of the speaker's commitment to granting the five

“dollars, 1ndepéndently of the act of promising. If the speaker s -
intension hangs upon the promise, it fo}lows-that failure of.the-
condition on the promise cancels both the obllgatlon and the intention
to carry through én the action. It is- easy. enough to cor construct 7
contexts in whlch the action promised is 1ndependently requiied by
other’ factors.  For example the speaker, might be five: dollars in’
debt to his addressee for some other job. But it is at least a little

* unusual ,t0 offer gs a reward something that ;you are otherwise committed -

to already . There is no reason to be motivated Qy (1) to mow the
1awn, if You expeet to receive fiyge dollars in afy case. The\slmplest
and most common use of this type of conditional promise is to offer’
somethlng as a reward which none of the partlclpants expect to
materallze independently of the promise (in the réievant future)
From this 51tuatlonal expectatlon, it 1s easy to infer: 'No actlon,

1o rewardt. . - -
If & condltlonal promise involves a future state—of—the-wbrld the

" chain of reasonlng that 1eads\to a blcondltlonal inference is somewhat

different. In these cases, the if clause ekpresses some condition
either on the épeaker s ability to carry through on the promise, or
rthe suitability of d01ng so under certaln circumstances. For example, .

* (12L If I win.the‘lottery, I'll buy you a:castle.

, [ =5
. . :

(12a) seemSTo be a reasonable inference, o Ny .

- (122)
£,

If I dott't win the lottery, I won't buy you a
* castle.

A

-~

because- (12) mentlons one c1rcumstance in which the speaker foresees ;h
himself as enabled to-make good his prémise. ,Since the speaker has £
not mentioned any other possibility of acqulring the means to do this’
(and given that he is cooperating by ‘being as informative gs possible),
it seemd quite reasonable to infer (conversatxonally) that if thes
'condltlon is not fulrllled he won't be enabled to fulf111 his promise,
‘and therefore will not.

Slmllarly, if a person maklng a promise mentions some condltlon

on the suitability of, the action prbmised, it . is hard to 'see the

relevance of the c0nd1t10n if the speaker 1ntends to complete the
action in any event. Thus, in the majority of cases, a sentence. like
(13) will conversatienally -imply (13a): = ° . .

(13)
(13a)

A Y - + A . . . ‘

-

- \
If it rains, I'll take you to the movies. )
If it ddesn't rain, I won't take you to the movies.

.
. - .
.y . «
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. .If the prospect of éping.to the movies depends_upon ,the promise,fand .
. only the promise, sunny weather will mean no expeditidﬁ to the mowies.
' A similar ‘argument can be constructed for conditional requesﬁs,; ..
- but a request is-complicated by the fact that there are few actiohs
., which people do only beeause they-are requested to do "them. But- .
inferring the’converse from a conditional fequest. depends upon assessing
the likelihood that the addressee would perfofm a certain action ?
-independently of having been requested to.do so. There are cases .when
a biconditional intent behind.s conditional request is quite plausiblel
- ‘For, exatple, if someone says '

fe v
Y , L .

J (14) If this patiemt's temperature goes above'lbdz give
g him some of this medicine. ., '
J P
3 . . e
the addressee is likely to behave as if his instructions included " -
¢ '.A.“‘ S u" * ’
(14a) .If this patient's temperature doesn't go above 100,
. . don't give him some of this medicine.

- < -

The inference seems obvious, because the content strongly‘indipates’
.that the request involves an action, that the.addressee Epuld not
intend unless requested to do it. However, it is hot true that (15a)
is readily i?fgrred from. (15): , . .

s . s : : s . R A I}
.. (159 If I tell:you to do something, do it .
s . - (158) 1If I.don't tell you-to do something, don't do it.
. <\ . )

: ‘ . . - MoeN
".Unless the speaker of (15) is an utter tyrant, it seems improbable ; *
that his addressee will not intend some actdons independently of the
requests made by «the speakdr of (15). .Thus, an inference that a
conditional ‘request imﬁlies a bi itional will depénd upon the extra
'situational assumption that ‘a person would, only perform the action
requested if it were réquested of him. - . y
" To summarize what I have said about.conditional’promises and . |
. requests: when a conditional promise (or\offer, or threat) is made,? ™
.. . wthe addressee will infer conversationallj that the conversg is also.
true if he believes that the action promiskd depends upon the act of
bromising. Although there.is no general copdition on making a promise -
, "to the effect that the promiser ddes not, intend to perform the action
"otherwise than as a consequent of the promise, there seems to be a
‘. general expectation that this 'will be true. Expectations about how
.; ..Spegch acts will be- used differ from conditions on how they must be
R :.yged; in that the expectation can be shdéwn to,be false through further
- ~.“contextual information, without voiding the speech act. ' Thus, English
.. 'speakers might easily suppose that (16), by itself, suggests (16a):.

\

-

[

o » [ v .
S (16) If you try to escape, you will be killed.
R ~ (16a) If you don't try to escape, you'won't be killed. T
. g . .

“« -

' f(é%ample from Boér and Lycan 1973). However, as Bofr and Lycan point
. ..dut,-if you add the information that (16) is spoken by an SS guard at

N

<




, Auschwitz to a Jewish prisoner, hindsight cafcels the inference,‘
.. because we know that the intention-tokill Jewish prisoners in this .
- s1tmat10n did not rest simply.upon their attempts to eacape. .
ﬂ Conditional ‘request rk in a similar g@y to promises, in.®
-that thé 1f—clause contaiNgg'd condition on the-* request itself, so
hat 1f thé condltlon 1s not fulfilled and the intension to ‘perform
certaln actlon rests upon, the fact of having beeh requested, the
. 1ntent10n to perform the action will-be cancelled. However, it is-
~ .not generally the case that people request actions that others would ‘
ol onlz do if reéquested to do them, 50 that it is relatively easy to

. o~

-

'construct cases of condltlonal requests which would not conversation-
ally imply their converse, except ‘under extreme c1rcumstances. ‘
.In assessing the 'meanlng of a sentence and what it is 1ik 1y to
‘imply conversationally, only philogophers and linguists are 1nte ested
}n the more exotic poss1b111t1es that mark “the outside limita s of
form. Ordlnary speakers, however, "judge sentences relative to their
expectations of normal usage. What I have tried to show is that these
i expectations of 'normality' lead in a systemath way to the quasi-
consistent associations between form and meanlpg which Geis and Zwicky
-' observed concerning conditional sentences‘in English. ) ‘ .

-
Ky . - ~ . N R

“ s . Footnotes -

lF:Lllenbaum (ms. 1973) presents some/fléﬁres to show that -more.
than 90 percent of respondants on‘a questlonnalre will agree that

~e~given a sentente of the form"If p, th
'If not p, not q' prov1des a reasona

qt, a sentence of, the form,

e 1nference

I ggree with . .

Fillenbaum~that his dats provide '

some justlf;catlonefor the claim

‘ that the former sorts of inference are 34nv1ted", and some reason to
investiZate what maekes them so inviting' (Fillenbaum 1973, 2). -

. Wirth (1975) cleims that all English conditionals are logically -
ambiguous between [ simple and a biconditional jinterpretation. How~
gver; she does not provide any clear case of a simple conditidhal
'structure with a biconditisnal "meaning'’ ,\whose biconditionality
cannot be inferred by a chain of” conversatlonal inferences such as
those-descrlbed here One of erth‘s examples is discussed belov.

‘ 4

plegse mow the

«

" 2Note that -i% is poss1ble to say, - 'Iﬁ you ;\ﬁld

1awn, -I'11 give you.g3'. o
f’ 3If thls eactus referred to a spe01flc plant rather than a

‘specie&, it.would be possibl p{bn (1) to conversationally imply (8).

The jmplication would depend u prior assumptions-that.the plant

~fulfills all the conditions.necessary and sufflclent for identifying

it as an Astrophytum, except that it grOWS natlve to Idaho and j

Astrophytums are known not to do so... ) ‘.

... bmy this I mean tnat he is opserving Grice's (197&) conversatlone}

3 * -

maxims. . .
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Impositive Speech Agts*. . '

. .(' Patr1c1a.A Leet . . ’ ". - -': -
. .o . L Un1vers1ty of Hawaf‘; T .. T
" | l‘ - R p L " . ) t\: ' B ' ‘ “- % . e
k. Types of Impos1t1ve Speech Acts .- C : .«
. 1.1. The speech acts which are impositive speech acts are those whose 1
4llocut10nary point "is to get sbmeone to dd something, or to impose the = :
, Speaker's will upon the hearer. ¥erbs which déscribe such speech acts are:
. * .- ’ ' . ‘
» admonlsh ‘advise, appeal, ask, beg, Beseech bid, caution,
command, counsel, demé&nd, dlrect, enjoih, exhort,- forbid,
) _implore, insist, Jﬁstruct, interdict § move, nomlnate,
" ’ - order', petition, plead, pray, prescrlbe, proscribe, propose,
T ~recommends-request, require, solicit; —submlt, suggest’, : . . <
g sf . urge, .warn. . . . -
! For Aust:Lnl 1@pos1t1ve acts were a: Bart of the rather diverse .
category he called exercitivés. Vendler? reduced Austin's category of v

exertitives, but it still:contains two subcategories which do not fall' 4 .
* into the 1mpos1t1ve'class. One is the type Vendler calls 'weaker o
exercltlves , which includes the verbs permit and allow; glthough acts '

-~ of Permitting and'allowing may make it possible for the hearer to do 7
something, they are not attempts to get the hearer to do gomething. 3 ’
— The ‘other type ¥Wendler includes.in his list df exerc1»1ves that are . . -
. not impositive verbs are what he talls 'provokers 3 gxamples of such
_3*(2 ; verbs are dare and challenge. These verbs do seem to shé}e the same R

illocutionary p01nt as the 1mpos1t1ve verbs mentioned above, but they

also differ in many ways.
. impositives'
’ ‘nature of the more. straig

N S In yet ‘another taxondmy of speech acts, J. McCawley (1973) diwides

.1mpos1t1ve acts into impe

and will deal, with them in more detail later, after the, N

For this reason I have labelled them 'semi-
forward impositive werbs has been sxamined.

tives and advisories, gpparently using a

criterdon similar, to thes status condltldn the imperatives being those .
A ,, verbs which maj be used. to descrlbe an act in which there is unequal .
statue and advisories being used when there is equal status between the . ¢ , -
. . eaker and hearer. In a taxonomy formilated by Fraser (1972) the .‘_ :
L . 'distlnctlon is between.verbs of requesting and verbs of suggestlng,
these two, categonles corréspoﬂa for the most part, toAMcCawley-
o ;mperatlves and adv1sor1es, respectlvely . o © -
oo at ; . . ,. 4\\/
L 1.2, In this sectlon I will attempt to show that imp031t1ve speech
N . acts are- properly divided into two main types and three” sécondary o . o
* " types according to the. condition oif status. Also, sit is my c®ntention . L. !
that there is a fyrther semantic distinction which differentidtes acts |

- L 99 A
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Y "% sithinh one of the main sfc;a‘t,us types. A summary of the proposed tgxono: .
of_‘impogitive spéech acts follows. ) | "\ L
" Thdispecific Status condition involved in impositive acts applies
to disti) guish the relative status of the ¢onversational participants
.. ~in 'or"dei's' and 'requests’ (héreaftgr ‘grouped together as the 'unequeal '
;posi‘cives'). The condition applies.to insure.that the status, P

)

status 1
A of the ¢ nversationafp'articipants is the same in 'suggestions' .(t.he
qual stBtus impositives').

Although the Status condition applies £50,. .
impositijle 'acts in thregfways (distinguishing, in general, orders from
—~ suggestibns from requests).‘ the type of application is not always discrete;
' . for instance, acts ''f advising require only slightly unequal status..
v g JThere isjpho im ositive act to which the distinction does not 4dpply; -all .
' impositive acts| exhibit some reference to status.’ The «condition applies o
- # /. to erderg{ by reguiring that the speaker have (or be acting as if he~had) 4
superidrlstatus| to. the hearer Sr be in a positidn of authority (or acting
so, at-1 st). |Verbs of ordering are: commend, demand, direct, enjoin,
Lo fo;'bg,"d, ihstruct,- interdict, prescribe, proscribe and require. For
reguests lthe speaker is'in an inferior position.or has lower status than
(or,|is acting as if this were the case). ‘' Bequests are :
‘and/or described by the following verbs: appeal, ask,.beg,. .
id, implore,- petition, plead, pray, requést, solicit, suplicate.” PO
- Recompendations |and suggestions aredistinguished by the fadét that . .
iions require th the speaker have just g}Tghtly higher status
than the ?ai'er, or at least that he definitely not have lower status *- v £
4han ;the hearer. For 'suggestions, the status need only be-approximately
- ) equal, an ;’t’he’ speaker can'even have slightly“lower $tatus than the hearer, .
Verbs of recomme ding are: admonish, advise, caution, counsel, exhort, .
insist, recommend, urge and warn. Suggestiné ‘verbs, are; move, nominatey
e propose, Submit ahd, of course, suggest. - % : L
There‘\ is another property which distinguishes among)equal status* .
verhs. .T}}ﬁrg are verkhs 6.1‘ sugges‘ting and recommending which reflect an ¢
) . attenfpt totcause‘\the hearer to consider a propos;i.t'ien' or action, and
. . . there are yerbs of suggesting and recomménding which reflect an attempt . .
to get the'hearer to do am actioh. . The unequal status impositive acts
ar:eh all atf.‘ém’pts to get the.hearer to do an aption.’, '

Ay
4
3
g

-~

1.3. The first. two properties used above fon dis‘tinguishing' the various
L types of impositive acts-are quite different dn nature from thegphird,
g and they pr'le‘sent different kinds of analy'tiag: problems. ° Telicity
_ conditionssuch as the Status coRdition can be censidered to be pragma-
- tic, whereas: the decomposition of verbs of recommen@ing andvsuggesting
into considering as opposed to doing is clearly semaentic. The _problem
- arises of how to determine what is pragmatic and what is sementic in
i1locutiondry acts; and, although linguists: have at least some. idea of -, =~ ,
how syntax and semantics interact, it is unclear 1}'01?1 pragmatics' interacts . :
with semantics. While a. final solution to this majot theo;eti.cal,/problem ,
is ‘beyond- the scope of this study, some remarks on’the: matter are required.
- . . The ‘traditional philosophical distinction between semantics and -
pragmatics is that semantics concerns propositions as they occur in
language while pragm'atics, concerns language users and contexts in which .
i "% language &g used. Ofle-problem is whe{:her-il,locy:c-iOnéry 'rcg_is semantic
or p'i'agn}atic‘,‘ since the fupction that illocutionary foz'ce performg is to '
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. aéts includes an 1ntended perlocutlon, i.e., it is the speaker's ’

link up the speaker (his intentidns, desires, etc.) with the proposition

of‘tpe speech act. Linguists have generéily'con51dered 1llocut10nary
force to semantic for several reasons.* Ross- (l970a) considers the °
p0551b111ty of lllocutlonary force being pragmatic rather than semantig .
a '"pragmatic analysis' of speech acts as opposed to a 'performative
ana1y31s ) and rejects 1t mainly on the grounds that no pragmatic

theory of language exists and therefore the,pragmatic analysis does

_ not; exist.” There is, however, a semantic theory into WHlCh ‘a performa—

-tive analysis fits. Moreover, thére are syntactic facts supportlng
performatlve verbs in deep syhtactlc (i.e. semants c) structure. Ross
-do®s ‘not rdle out the development of a pragmatic’s) but since the time

of his wr;tlng of this article no theory_ of lehguage use has been
propounded that would bﬁ capable of incorporatlng a pragmatlc analysis

- of 1lloeut10nary force. What ‘has been proposed is that illocutionary
acts, while not actually pragmstic in nature, are sensitive.to pragmatics
in specific ways. I will be adopting a perférmative analysis here, and

. teking the view that ;—#Mocutionary force is-.semantic and is.represented

by abstract performatlve predicates, but that the 1llocutlonary force *
can be indirect and that-such indirection is the result ‘of operations.

.

which may be performed on pragmatic felicity conditions. )

It is. éééié?”%d‘see that 1llocut10nary force is semantﬁc in nature
if one considers spegch acts other than 1mp031t1ve acts. As was noted *-
earlier, the illoc tiopary point of 1mp051t1ve acts is to get somedne
to do Something, and, although it sras also roted that. Lllocutlonary
points, are in general felicity conditions, this is an oversrmpllflcatlon
(which will be discussed further in.sub-section-1.k4). At least®a ¢
portlon of what Searle (1973) labelled illocutiondgry poants 1s semantic
and part of the 1llocutlonary force. The difference between ’ 1mp031t1ve
acts and other speech acts is that the 1llocutlonary force of impositive
intentjon to, in some way, affect the hearer's futpre actions (even if
only Mental actions). However this does not-warrant calling the
1llocqtlonary force of 1mp031tave acts pragmatic.

Certain felicity conditions on illocutionary acts can only be , )
said to be pragmatic; extrinsic conditions refer to the language user
and the contexi, and they neitheér refer to propositions nor haVe any
direct syntactic consequences. Viewing fellclty condltlons as'semantlc
creates a problem in.that their representation in semantic striucture,
as it is generally accepted, is difficult. Calllng fellclty conditions
pragmatic simply relocates the problem of representatlon, one of the
many problems yet to be solved in pragmatics. . .

One relatlonshlp between felicity conditions ‘and presuppositions
‘is that what is a felicity cond}tlgn for the performance of a particular
speech act is a presupposition in the reporting of tfat act. This would
seem to imply that if any felicity conditions are pragmatic, 5o are
presuappositions (or at least those presuppositions that correspond to .
felivity conq;tlons) Reeently..it has been suggested (Karttunen 1973,
8Stalnaker 1973, Thomason 1973) that at least some presuppositions are

., bragmatic rather than sementic. It is most likely that the type of

presuppositiog,ﬂﬁat reflects felicity conditions is one of these pragmatic

presuppositions.  ~
Q,f .. N ~ y
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. ) 1.4.” Given the apparatus of generative grammar,_the_semantic'structure6:
) o of impositive‘speech acts can be any-of several possibilities which
_.intera¢t in Some Wway with various feli ity conditions to produce : .

- comands , *suggestions, repommehdations, and requests. I now sketch - :

' these possibilities in order to show which is.the best and why"

Although I will ber concerned here solely with impositive acts,

-~ . the analysis preserted here is extendable to other sorts of speécéh acts.
Based,on the facts. about bothdirect and indirect impositivgtacts,.I .
will try‘to'show’which aspects of meaning and-illocutionary force must

.o be expressed as part of the semantic structure of the impositive

ubterance and which must be considered, ds pragmatic conditions on those

. . utberances. . N . : X
- There are basically four possibilitiés for-the semantic structure
: . of impositive acts} beginning with the most extreme and most unlikely ‘

we have: . . .
[/ R . . . l

®

1.4.1. No similarity in selantic structure - , .

. - .This view is that thewe is no necessary underlying similarity among
: impositive speech acts either in semantic primes .or in thg manner in
‘ Ot *  which such primes-relate to one another. fihe’ problem with this view
‘ is-that there are-certain similarities among the various types of
impositive acts which must be‘accounted for in some way. First, there )
are 'the properties that defive from th€ illocutionary point. Since the
illocutionary point of all impositive acts is to get the hearer to do -
something, the following properties are shared by all impositive acts: e

aify they are intentional; s : :

14

- . W) they involve causation; - ; , . .o~ . .
- ’ ‘e¢) they involve a changé\g? state.l . . ~
‘. NexXt there are syntactic proper ies: . , . N .
e e +d) the subject of #the proposition is in the second person when
N the act is explicitly performetive; ) -
. e) the proposition of an explicitly performativeaiﬁ;géitive !
- S / act is,in the future tenset o oo . .
: ¢ S - Y X

g i+  There are eXceptions to (d) and’ (e),-significant exceptichs, in fact;
’ however they are limited to suggestions. (These exceptiong will be
L dealt with in sub-sectiqne®l.l,2.) ' vy - .
-. s . Finally there is a property whose impgrténqe is very difficult to
' e determine: o . . Lt ’ . _
£) impositive acts can, in general, e performed directly with -
.. an~explicit performative verd. v T .
Although there,i§\no obvious significance to impositive acts having ’ )
meny explicit performatiye verbs, the fact that they do contrasts sharply
with the fact that Searle's representatives’ (e.g., affitm, describe, ‘.
vo. mention), for instance, have relatively few explicitly performative, - °.. .
verbs., Since it is doubtful that property (f) has any xzedl bearing :
on the nature of impositive acts (and if §t does, it is & mystery how), °
B _ this .property will not be considered in trying to arrive at a probably’
< ‘ semantic structufe for impositive acts. a T .
v Properties. (a)-(c) cquld be considered to be either pragmatic or
‘ " semanti¢; of the-three; property (a) is the one most likely to be
pragmatic; intention éertain}y refers to the language usef.. There is,

.

. -
> e . . . N .
N 13 . . . ° .
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ﬁoweﬁer,'no eal problem with considering (a). to be pragmatlc; since it

1s a property common to all illocmtionary acts hav1ng locutions (that

is, all speech acts eXcept .exclamations involve the idea of intention g

even though what is intended differs for various klnds ofacts). Inteh- .

tlonallty is therefore not particularly useful in characterizing imposi-
tive -acts. What is significant is that while (a) can be thought of 4%

" pragmatic, {b) and (¢) cannot (as will be shoym below)3 Consequently,

not as simplé gs it at first seemed.

In adopting a preformative analysis, I have already excluded the
possibility that all these features are pragmatic. However, it remains
_to be seen that propertles (b) and (c) are not pragmatic (the syntactic -
propertles (d) andfe) are not ser:Lous candidates for<{pragmatic features).
Causation and changs of state ({v) and (c)) are, I-believe, semantic;
sich semantic features have already been proposed and used in semantlc
‘structures throughout the literature (e. g » Dowty 1972, G Lee 1971,

J. McCawley 1968). 1In fact, the syntactlc property (d) {s.a consequence
of either (b) or (c), or both %Q) and (c). (Since causation implies .
echange of state it is“perhaps unnecessary and redundant to refer to- them ’
as two separate features. ) Change of state involves a time prior to the
change (t1) and a time ‘after the change (tx), When € speech act is
performed it is performed in the present (tl), con§equently any change
which the act is intended to bring about must oceur aftéer ty, and any

time after the present .is the future. It is therefore a direct result

of property (c) that the prop031t10n of an 1mp031t1ve act is in the

future teime (prpperty (d)).

Since properties (b) and (c) are semantic and are eommon to all
1mp051t1ve acts, they must be represented as 31mllar1t1es in the semantic
structure of impositive acts.\' ) ‘ ‘ .
1.4.2. Total similarity in ﬁemant}d structure , -
= . .This view is that all impositive acts are semantically.the same,

i.e., they share‘a distinctive set of semantic primes and similar semantic
structure and their only differences are those arising from different
felicity conditlons. This view is nof as blatantly wrong as the first
one, but it does suffer serious drawbacks.

Before examining the problems with such an analysis, let us look -
at what sort of semantic .primes are_ 1nvolved. An abstract performative -
verb, represented as IMPERE,* has- been' posited in the underlyding structure
of both requests and commands by several linguists (among them B Lakoff
and Sadock) however, the nature of this performative preligate is, not

_« always agreed upon,.and, in fact, is rarely even specified. I propose

a related predicate IMP which -has the advantage of not being any more

closely "associated with 1mperat1ve sentences types or commands than’ with——

any other sentence type or_impositive act type. .fhe semantic prime IMP

. embodies that which is semantic and- pecullar to: 1mp031t1vé speech acts,
i.e., the speaker's attempt to cause the hearer to perform an action.
The predicate IMP has, of course, in addition, the propertles that all
abstract performative verbg have of being a llngulstlc verb of communica-
tion, belng unembeddable, and being able to be realizéd as an explicit
performative (the last property is generally, but not universally, true -
of performative predlcates) .

"the notion of illocutidnary point, .which includes (a), (b }\anilfc), is .
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Returning to the second alternatiye for the semantic representation-
of impositive acts, such a structure cal nbw be represented as: .
. X A

Y

e )
N

(1) : So Y _ S s
& . TH . =
R . , T ¥y
‘| | | /|
IMP Sp- H Sy - . . )
N . } |\ ’ .
. \Y NP NP . A
. . | | l ‘ . ‘ .
~ DO H. So ©o. LT AV,

.
. .' - [ -
%y . P . . P

= ) . ; T
(where Sp-stends for .speaker and H stands for hearer) . This .propesal’ is

* «that all impositive acts can be represented as (1) and that the only ve

differénces among them derive from-non-semantic sources such &s pfagmatié':,
felicity conditions. - > ' a
' If it were the case that-there were no syntattic variations
corresponding to impositive act types, this proposal would be & plausible
one. 'There is some negative evidence for‘tﬁis proposal in Frasér's
:{1972) demenstration that there is no correspondence between types of
impositive acts (or at least different impositive verbs) and types of
complementizers that occur with those verbs. But there is also more .~
direct evidence against this proposal. Y . o : )
Tt was mentioned above (in 1.k.1.) that there eare exceptions to
the.two syntactic properties (d) that the subjéct of thé proposition be
in the second person, and (e):that the verb of the proposition be in
-the future tense. First, there are some exceptions to ,(d) which occur
frequently but are easily accounted for. ’ " s
This set of exceptions to (d) are.exemplified in the performative ‘.
Sutterances (2) and the reports of performstive utterances (3): - .

o

. (2) a.- I demand that he leave. ) T d
S b. I insist that he leave. A ©t )
¢ c. ~ I request that he leave. . ) .
. .d. I order that N2 leave. ’ ,
- . e. I advise that he lesve. .- C
, . "f. I beg that he legve. . .o -
T (3) a. I demanded of Hi%ha that Norman leave. ’
) I b. I insisted to Hilda that Norman leave.
) c. I requested of Hilda that Norman leave.. .
d., 21 ordered (of) Hildg ‘that Norman leave. »
’ . e. I ddvised Hilde that Norman leave. : .
. £. "I begged of Hila that Norman leave. - o

. : -,
(The dubious -grammatical status of (3d) is idiosyncratic and not.
relevant to this<point.) Although these all seem to be violations of
the generalization.that impositive acts require the subject of the
proposition to be the hearer.or‘seCOQd'persgn, ‘these sentencgs gubmit;. R
only to a rather special interpretation, namely, that, in the SPeaker's
opinion, the hearer is in’'some way'able to control or influénce the
behavior of the person referred to in the proposition. This is shown

197 : o
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Also, the (3) Sentences can be conjoined W1th sentenees explicatiné

the manner in which the request, recommsndatlon or order is carrled out :

L(6) ta.s
RV S
A * ‘COS

’ .

e. I advised Hilda that Norman 1eaye .angd she took my

by letting him go. R

I insisteéd to Hilda that Norman leave, and ‘she obeyed

(?) by lettihg him go. ¢
complied by hav1ng him_go.
-obeyed by having him go.
advice and got.him to go.

by gettlng him te go.

I demanded of Hilda that Norman leave and she obeyed

-

I requested of Hilda that Norman 1eaVe and she ‘

d. ?I ordered off Hilda that Norman 1eave and she °

I begged of Hilda that Norman 1eave and she complied

.
. . »

g

Sentences (4)- (6) indicate that the semantic structure of (2), rather
than being grossly different from (1), is_gimply an elaborated version
of (1) where the structure under 82 is causatlwe, on the order of (7). -

9.

[

} N
) . . , ' ’ b Y
L by the fact that (4) is a paraphrase of (2) and (5) or. (3).7 .
- ' (W) g, .1 demand that_you {let/have him leave.) . :
. St . . get him to leave. T,
Ty ‘e ~ A let/hgve him leave. T
e ’ . b. Iiln313t that you {get hlm to leave. b ’ N
. T e T we let/have him léave., T .-
. . quest that you (get him tq leave. . )
J ‘ . _— : . 1et/have him leave. R .
.- ,d' I otder ygﬁ’to get him to leave. ! L
N ) e T adv1se Jou 0 {1et/have him leave. L
) .. - get him to leave. - e tet e
o c ' ot let/have-him leave. .
‘ . f' I.%eg you t0 {get him to.leave. £ .
! . T . :
“ (5) a. I demamsled of Hilda that she let Normen leave. -t
. ] b. I insisted to Hilda that she let Norman leave. ~ .
: \\;\\ c. I requested thgm Hilda have’ Norman leave. R
) -~ & I ordered Hilde to have Norman leave. 4 -
e. I adv1sed Hllda_no,get Normen_to leave. _ . __ e
. , R PR begged Hllda to get Norman to leave. . o
i, ~ - . 4,
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Norman leave

>

’

Although the%q‘orders,

to be exceptions to (a), in
not true of suggestions.

LY . . -~
recommendations and requests cannot be said
any but a most superficial sense, that. is

6

. -

- (8) g. I propose that he leave.. e
b. I suggest that hé leave: .
. - (9) a. I proposed.to Hilda that Norman leave. Co.
- N b. I suggested to Hilda that Norman leave. - ot

Tﬂé performative utterances (8) and the reports of them (9)-do not
hgcessarily imply that the hearer has, in the speaker's opinfon,..
influence or control over the actions of the subject .of the propesitiang
rather, they only imply that the speaker wants the hearer to.think about -
‘the- possibility or desirabiiity of- the proposition. This is shown by °
the fact that “(10) and (11) are not paraphrases of (8) and (9) (as () °
and (5) were of {2) and (3)). ' o

’ o N I } o,

1) e, I propose that .you get hinf to leave. ]
b’ I'suggest that you let him leave. : .

(11) ‘a. I propdsed to Hilda that she get Norman to leave.

B <bJe I suggésted»to Hilda that shé& let Norman leave.

-~

e '
~

The point hete’ is that
specialfih erpretation of hearer influence over the subject associated
with them, o7 N e

-, xThe excgptions to, syfitactic generalization (e)--that the verb of .-
the impositive act alwdys be il the future tense--are the same.type of
“impogitive acts that are ekceptions to (a),.i.e., suggestions.

LI
5

. Y
R4

}

. (Cofder )7 - L immediately. ) - -
et (12) 1 advise you to leave J - .-tomorrow. S °
o S .| . insist -t . *yesterday.
request . .\ ¥last year.
¢ - $ : * S & . . ‘ ’
: ; . A

) the propb%ipign of su&gestigns and some recom- , “-
. mendations’may have subjeets ;g~some'p¢rsén other than second with no -
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. ° Propose, | Lo yesterday o :
. . (‘13),/ I' {suggest} that yon 1e1>/ {last year.} R S :
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. It might be argué& here'that these violations of.the syntactic ..
gﬁneralizations {d) and (e) stem from fe1101ty conditions because the _
kitd of impositive acts that vlolatfs them (i'e., suggestlons) is the ‘7
kind to which the Statgi condition applies equally. However the Status

;m condltlon applies relatively equally to recommendatians too, but they

do not ternd.tosviolate (d) and (e). Moreover, there is no way %in - - -t .
deneral to link up fellc1ty cond1tlons with syntactic facks and, in th1s . :

) afparticular case, a connection between the -Status condition and the' ‘

f

[y

second persor pronoun or“the. future tense is extremely unlihely. - .

. .

. I thlnk it is fair to conclude that there is some semantic d1ffer~
ence among d;fferent types of impositive acts. The gquestion’now is: . 7.

for ‘the” semantlc structure of 1mpos1t1ve acts explore this question\

. how should such differences be represented. The last two proposals ‘ .

’
l

l L, 3 Drfferent abstract performatlve verbs, same embedded propos1tion.‘ )
This solution does not really come to grips with thgy problems

mentioned -im 1.k, 2. above. It inadequate in that it @ply says that ,

there are two IMPs with different xntactlc restrictions;” it offers no '

ekplanation;as to yhy that might be so. Perhaps the lack of explanation |,

offered by guch a, proposal:results from our general lack of knowledi\ . ' -

. about thHe nature of abstract performatlve verbs. In"any case, a

. solution"along these linesg does hot provlde much enlightenment. |
- It was stated earlier.that ideally +the abstract performatlve verdb
should ‘embody the illocutionary force of the speech ‘act; having tvo .
verys of 1mpos1tlon would lead one to wonder whether the‘lllocutionary
force of suggestlng is different from\that of ordering, recommending
and’requesting.- This is' eertalnly'n t\an entirely 1mplaus1ble idea,
however, the problem remains that there is ho ‘way, within the currently
ayailable framework, 'to explgre tﬁls possibility¢ Conseduently, the. - .
rejectlon of this view is baséd not on.any real evidence agalnst it, - A
but)on its lack of fertillty. It may eféntually turn out that this : o
view is the right one, but for now we need a proposal whieh will shed = - - .
more llght on the similarities and differences amonggtypes of 1mpos1t1vé - -
acts. - ; ) - ) ‘
X N $ . M " - )
l.h 4, Same abstract performatlve verb, dlfferént embedded propos1tlons.

JThis proposal says that the s1m11ar1ties amOng orders, recommenda- . .
tions, suggestions and reduests are due to the same abstract performative I §
verb and that the differences resuft™ from the strucbure peneath the -
performatlve predlcate. For orders, recommendations, and requests, the -
structure: proposed earller as (1) 1s adeqpate. M :

°

)
.
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Suggestions,~however, redquire some modifiqation of the structure S;. .

)

One possibility is to, simply substitute a variable for H in Sy, as. .

is illustrated in (Th4). - . . .
RERNCIO R - S C )
. e //\ L . *
e, v NP NP NP
- . ,‘ 1 | | ‘

N "

' . This woul&isolve the problem of fhe unrestricted subject of the

< -

embedded proposition Sf suggestions, but ¥t does fot deal with the
fact that the verb of {the embédded proposition is not hecessarily in
the future tense for shggestions. f1so, ,this formhlation of the .,
semantic structure of suggestions leads”to.a rather peculiar result
when the rule of Perfo mative Delet onlq is applied to it. Since
what Performative Deletion does is delete the pefformative sentence,
So, when applied to a structure like (14) it would produce a sentence
which is indistinguishable from a Qeclarative—form assertion and not
interpretable as a suggestion (e.g., the .reduced form’of (8af would
be He will leave). 4 “ . . y ol :

The otherisolutién, and the “one advocated here, is a semantic
structure on-the order of (15) with an'inperméﬁiépe proposition whose
Predicate is CONSIDER, a representatioh.bf the properties common to
the lexical igfms-consider, think about, take into account, etc.
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_ \ The hearer NP of 5, +is deleted under identity, and then Predicate
) Rdlslng (McGawley 1968) applies% giving the  structure illustrated in (16).
. DN ‘ ) T . ..
. < Y L [ - & N
N\, . 16) - R - P : A -
N i ( ': ///O\\ AN . . *
» u\, - . » y v i NN NP NP Lo THR . N _ ‘
\ h ¢ , v X L . U | ] . e
. "+ IMP CONSIPER 'Sp _H - So: * -

« T .
~ .t - v s e N .
K ' N N - N '
a . f . -
LT . 4 Ve “e . N
.. . ’

P R . e . ' N

Tinally,\the surfac verb‘sgggest tor one of its synonyms) is imserted
\\\ to produce the’ derive structure (17) . :
() -~

ot . . . l ) | Vl ) '| o

>, ' suggest . I . 'you 82 : ] s . .

se

The semantic structure (15) expla;ns why suggestions seem to violate
tactic generalizations (d) and (e) which hold for other impositive
he propdsition which turns up in "the. surface structure was not

« The next section explores the
s the predlcate CONSIDER places ‘'on ts complement sentence

and the ge eral nature: of *CONSIDER. w -
¢ < 2. . Suggesti S. . ey e ) )
-2, l. Before ing 1nto the detal s of: the_predicate CONSIDER and the " ¢

arguments for i{s exlstence in /the, semantic struc%ure of suggestlons,
» I woyld like to kxamine. the verb suggest, or, more precisely, the
various verbs suggest. The other impositive vérbs of suggesting
(propose, move, su 1t, e ) are not ambiguoug” in the same way as
uggest is, and, si they share the

the\imposltiVe S , they will be assumed to derlve from the _same
o semantic structure as st. N ot
Y In each’ of<the cat ories of impositive verbs there are & few

- verbs -which seem to typi

portant ‘semantic features of .,

. the categary by their neutrality and, the1r ¥
C freedom.of occurrence. FoR, suggestions’ thege verbs are suggest and.
propose. (as opposed $0 move*and nominate, for example). For orders, . -,
« - the verbs order and command &3e typical; advise and-recommend are

typical to recommendations, asiare ask and request for requests. The

_that each of the two types of imposiX 1ve acts has 8 particular ‘semantic
—structure, regardless of whlch verdb a»-ears in the syrface structure,,

I will not\be concerned with_ the 1nd1v1~ual vagaries of each verb. a,
< o
+2,1.1. bne sort of amblguity that suggesd exhibits involves the A

agentive sense as

-

opposed £o the connection of~ideas sense. T§3s is

.

1z \

, s . LI J

(3}
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] " «an ambiguity that resides In many non-impositive verbs as well (mean,

¢ . .. imply, indicate,‘prove; demonstrate, sdy and tell);¥1 . The connection-
- of-ideas suggest (suggest;).has the medning 'to bring to mind through

9 -

+  aspociation' and”is illustrated-in the following sentences: . - .

‘ o o .

. T ,' . "(18) It suggested a fine-Italian hand to me.

¥ - ¢ o (19) The fragfaﬁ¢e suggested trade winds and palm trees. - o

’
- . N

since verbs which can be used as explicit performatives or
v . . whiéh “ca) be “used to describe speech acts (as the.impositive suggest
. : cgn),mu§t,%§ke agents as their subjects. . : .
\>; - "' It has been argued by philosophers (e.g., Ware 1973) that a cracial
- ) differenqg between acts and actions is that acts must be performed by
. an agent.\ Linguistic evidence for such a view, however,  is something
of a problem 'to produce, Explicitly performative uses of verbs are
highly restrictéd: they do not allow manner adverbs ndr do they occur
embedded after persuade--so that such verbs cannot be.shown to be pro-
“ agentf#el?‘yhen they are used as explicit perfgfmatgves. &hey can be
' " used in -impéretive-form sentences, €.g., - L -
. o . . :

. o “Suggé%f is,-conséquéntly, entirely distinet from the impositive’
" . ) suggest, i

. . -\ (20) * Order her to stay. S - .
. < * (gy)" Advise him to return. . Vo —
T .. (22) Request,them to come soon. % . '

but all that shows is that tgey can take agents when occurring in that L
context; it says nothing about when they occur as explicit performatives. -

’ Similarly, it can be shown that in feports of impositive aets the verbs

: . ¢ are agentive: . H

\ ; o (23). Miranda advised us to leave., -
) ed), . ’

w

F w — . stupidly request

' s . ~ order ': . .

IR (24) Hilda persuaded Miranda to advise us to leave. L.
’ ' ' . :request’. . )

. . N . . N . 3
- - ' . These facts meke it Seem likely that the subjects of explicit performa-
tive utterances at leastscan be agents, but what ig really meeded is’
. evidence that the subject of such verbs cannot be non-agents. Such T
evidence is provided by the' following anti-agentive context (proposed

. in Gi Lee, 1971): R ' '

4
~

(25) NP turhs ot to-_- .\’ CoT T
oL LT . N N ‘ N - ) M . N B . A
- ) where turns out to is interpreted as proves to. n<this.framglonly
- vérbs which cannot. have agent subjects may occur., \as (26)-(29) illustrate:

B - J . Vi . . M "‘ -
X ‘ . {26) ¥He turns out to“assassingte the premier., E ]
‘Y : . (27) #*He turns out to, believe €§%_storx.
3 . : : (28) 1It'turns out to glimmer. - ) .
. - (29) 1It/he turns out to be tall.

4

«

' )

~ . . . -
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Those 1mp051tive verbs which ' can be u@éd as expllcxx performatlves

and which do not hawve a non-agentive readlng (as suggsst has) cannot
occur in this$ environment. . . ’

. advise;
. (30) *It/he turns- out to .order f
. request |

. o
that we leave.

“'This indicates that these-verbs can never take non-agents as subjecgs
. and therefdre must take agents as subjects. Although becmuse of.its
non-agentive reading, suggest does ndt prove’ to be_agentive éccordlng
to this test, I will show that there. is an agentlve suggest, which is °
similar enough to the other impositive, verbs to be supposed to be
~agentlve when used as an explicit performatlve . ¥

*
3
. %

2.1.2. Another property of exp11c1tly performative verbs is- thg; they
~ are verbs of linguistic communication. It is in this way that the :

impositive suggest differs .from yet another s ngest this suggests is -

agentlve but not necessarily a verb of saying and means 'to show

S 1nd1rectly or imply':
3 ﬁ
£
% Tt (31) Carl-suggesxed he was gullty b; refusang to ‘answer
2 3 v the questidn. ‘ \: '
- A .. (32} Without saying.a wérd, Hermlone managed to suggest .
» . t go to bed‘early. '
. (33) Zachary o everly 'suggested leaving by decllnlng
) s ink. ‘
J. ’ (34) Silently, but unmistakably, Jane ‘suggested that I

. had said e ugh. -

There are speakers for whom (31) (3 ) are marginal

2. l 3. The third suggest, meaning 'to bring (a thought, problem, or
de31re) to Mind for consideration', is the one which ogeurs as an’

. exp11C1t performative, as«in (35)-(37). ' . -
¥ .
’ . o .
< (35) I (hereby) suggest that we try to help. - \
(36) I suggest you eat less. .~ . E o
(37) I suggest that Cora did it. ’ . .7

- TR

.Suggest, is a more“spe01fic verb than suggesto (having the added
restric ion of being a verb of linguistic communication) and, as was

A pointed out to me by Arnold Zwicky, can be contrasgﬁﬁ w1th,suggest2
in a sentence like (38), N o v )
2t - (38) She suggestedy that Harblrd was guilty, w1thou:\N\\~//

e . ,in. fact, .

it. ’
. actuglly suggeeflng3 .

J -t . ) .. ) - . ‘ ‘ . )
A senténce such as (38) would - be contradictory unless two distinct
verps were involved; the less specific one (suggesta)ebeing asserted
o - - f
} L3

o?
A
.. .
4
-
Lty ®
£
i
L
>
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", with that judgment$<however, other 'speakers do consider (38) to be
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and the.more spatific one (suggest3) ‘being denied.13 I pegfbnal}y do
not find (38) to be contradictory and there gre speakers who agree °

.+ contradictory. This judgment is similar to the judgment of unaccééta—'
bifty of (31)-(34) in that it wesults from the same {closely compacted)
hiergf%hy: v, . .. ' ) ot

o This hierarchy consiits thxgrbé of communication and is determined
by the nature of the c gqication—-whether or not it is linguistic and
to what degree.it is{or is not. A rough. idea of this hierarchy's

categories. and catggo

members is given in (39). ; N
1

(39) Not Not necessarily Nééessarily Really
linguistic  (linguistic linguistic linguistic
PAN - -

pe?suade;imply—sugéest2—sggggst3—say-mutter—éay in a mutter
. : L N )
The verbs on the ‘non-linguistic end ¢f the continuum oc€ur with the A
adverbial phrase without saying-a rd, while the really linguistic
verbs do not. Conversely, the bn-linguistic verbs do mot ocour.with
. the adverb loudly, while the linguistic and really linguistic verbs do
occur with it. -

‘ A A
. .
<, ~

. e

-

4 )

(40) a&. Without saying a word, Joshua persuaded Irving to
give, up. T c
b, Without.saying a word, Joshua implied/suggestedp
that Irving should give up. '
¢. ?Without saying a word, Joshua suggested3 that
_ Irving should give up. - ¢
: d.?*Yithout saying a word, Joshua said that Irving _
should give up. oo .
e. *Without .saying a word,,J&sﬂua muttered that Irving
should give up. ' ' , ’
£.%¥%yithout, s#ying & word, Joshua said_ in a‘mutter shat
’Irving'should give up? . ,L:, s
. . 2 ‘ "

4. *Jjoshua loudly,persuaded Irving to giye up. LI

b.?*¥Joshua Toudly implied that Irving should -give up.

c. ?2Joshya loudly suggesteds that Irving should give up. *

d. Joshua loudly said that Irving should give up.

e. Joshua loudly mﬁtterqg,}hat Trving should give up.

f. Joshua loudly said.in a matter that Irving should
give up. » - -

There are many mysteries connected-with this hierarchy; for insjance,
why are manner-of-speaking verBs li&e mutter or say in a mutted’ so much
wayse Wwith the.ph;ase’without saying a word than say or suggest ? By .
labelling the manney-of-speaking end of the hierarchy ‘really linguistic'-.
' I have suggested that these sorts of verbs are somehow more linguistic .
than other, necessarily linguistic verbs; I have no idea.what it might
mean. for some netessarily linguistic verbs to be more linguistic than

. N . [ N .
. e » R e
. o \ .
- ’ ‘ ~ . .

»
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others. In any case, if it turns out that there actually.ls such a L.
hlérarchy, it- may be that- for some speakers the continuum is so

_tightly compressed in the Juiddle that suggest, and su est3 are L '
indistinguishable; fot those speakers, sentences (315-%355 are

unacceptaBle and (38) is an internal contradiction.l This i§ really 7-:.
Just to say that, for those ,speakers$ agentive stiggest is neutral
rather than amblguous and that the neutrallty 1nvolves the Manner of o

w
~

bl communlcatlon. o = oY

X D

.

2slnh. Returnlng to the verbs suggest .we flnd that there is one more,
suggest),, which means 'fo propose someone or . something as 4 possibility!'.

Sugges ), ‘can also be used as an expllclt performatlve, nd in fact,

> seems to differ from‘suggest only in the nature of its, dlrect object
which must be concrete. as opposed to the abstract object (e.g. thought
problem, etc.) that ggest takes., But even that difference haé a ’
superficial appearance 31nce, according to the definition of s gg th,
it is as a posslblllty that the concrete is being viewed. The
follow1ng sentences, - N

- .

. . {(42) I suggest Cora. (may =-37) ’ K
' (43) I suggest mangoes.

A 3
can be reduced versions.of the sentences - - - ’ .
iy . .

" (k4) , I suggest (that it is poss1ble) that Cora did it. -
(45) " I suggest (that it is possible) . ¢ .

that we have frangoes

.R The fact that the sentences in which suggest), occur have non—elllptlcal
"counterparts which look very much like the sentences in whlch suggest 3
decurs: 1nd1cates that they are the same verbs, and that the difference
resides in their complement sentences. This, then, is the impositive
suggest whose semantic structure widl now be examlned

- v Y ~e
an

2.2. It.was proposed in section 1 that the. semant1c structure of .
suggestions involves & predicate CONSJDER; such a predicate would - i
encompass, ‘the meanlng common to the following lexical items (and '
probgbly others as well) B _ . ,

' T . - , .0 : 1-\

(46) consider, contemplate, deliberate o, mull aver, .

o

. -+ muse, ;Lnder reflect on, take into account, . - -
o+ ¢ + " < think about , . .
The semantic commonallty of theserverbs is that they.all express- - = o ’
intentional mental activity, directed tow%rdxa ‘specific matter.. : ., -
Syntactlcally, they are non-stat1ve , - ) .
. - o considering e . o
(47) a. Morley.was reflecting on going home. :

23
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o . -(tonsidered | . “ ‘
Q(h’{) b. Morley slowly ° reflected on going home. - .o
.2 : thought about - Ly
Triese %érbs_are-élso agentive: . .~ ; ) f L
Ce ) "(Consider ¢ . o
e - (48)- a. Reflect upon o~ ,going to'the party.
R - 7 ( Think about. - - .
. - - (. considered
v . .. fCarefully ‘ : ,
L b. Mlll ‘{ deliberately} r?flecteed OP o A N
5. G thought “about -
~ goihg to the party. v
: ) consider N~

ersuyaded Mark to - reflect upon

s Co going{to the party. .

A 4

. T
"From these.propertigs of the’verbs in (46) it g;n he inferred that ;
the semantic predicate CONSIDER "is also non-stative and agentive; &6.
consequently, CONSIDER is decomposablé,into some strudture‘ihvolving po /%
_Mthough the details‘of such a structure are not clear, nor especially:f

";important‘here, it is interesting to note that the semantic strugcture |

-

of suggest;ons is not as ‘radically different from that of other
.impesitivelacts as it may have appeared when CONSIDER was first * )
introduced. That is, the predicate embédded immediately under IMP.is
‘DO for orders,.gecommendétions and requests; for:suggestiBﬁs it+is also
DO, but with the added specification of direct qenta% activity.

A more interesting property of the. verbs in (h6 and-of thes o
predicate CONSIDER, is:that they take as complements sentences whose
main yverbs may be of any temse. If CONSIDER is a part of the .semantic
structure of suggestions, this property would faccount Yor the fact that
the suggested irdpositions mey. be in the present or Past tense; as well
as\the future tense. In other words, the proposed.sgructuie (repeated =~ -

L . \ -

‘He\‘ as (49)), . — , .. Ty
. (’49) ‘ . ) '_S TR o | ¥ o
‘)/,ﬁ{\o.\ - .. . L .
. y o NP NP - - " . B
. . l ' [ . l e | ) - ,
. MP -Sp ~H =Y « . ) . ®
) b \' - ‘NP" A NP . v 3
U L B CL
E . CONSIDER H Sy .

would, by virtue of a -syntactic property of CONSIDER, explain® why -

suggestions like (50) are acceptable, Vhile;similﬁgrorders,\recomr - .
mendations .ard requests},gsW$§f(Sl), are not.. ,'1 SR
.- ~ .  suggest . yesterday.
’ (50) (I {Propoéel thaE you %Fft - {1a%t year.- Sf\é .
N, .’ ! . . ‘ ) *’
- ". ’ : A " : ,5
R l’ - '117 — - : - ] N
= S

4 think .about - .
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o - " ¢ 4 [beg-you to leave - ’ :\\\< ..
. oL _\ order you to leave ; .
' -, . S demand. that you Teave .

> ~ (51) *I advrse=you to leave

2 . "o+ -, 71 insist’ that ‘you leave
L et request you to leave ..

. " There. are two other propertles of the, verb con51der .that must be
carefully exeluded from the syntax of the~pred1cate CONSIDER. The
“first one is only a property oﬂ»con31der when it is synonymous with the
verbs assume and suppose; the’ property is tHa{ the complement sentence )
‘be suppositional in nature. The predicate’ CONSIDER does-not take™ T

* ' suppositional complements, so that (52), which looks like it could .
derive from a structure like (49) (by Equ;~NP Déletion &f the Wearer
§ NP of S and Performative Deletion of 50)s mg not e suggestlon.‘,'

(52). Consider that all triahgles are rid.
, ’ ' Y
» Tt 1s, rather, the equlvalent of (53),gwhich mist. have a sup%ositional
reading. . _ ) [P
- 4 . ( )/’ N ' N @
’ 53 Assume ' ",
{Suppose} that all trlahgles-are red. .

" . ~ . .

: ) ‘ T 2 R
In this imgerative-form constructigg. the' preferred reading of consider
is suppositional and therefore not #fequivalent to the suggestion:

.

(sh)y 1 suggest that all trlangles are.red. .
: '
- - The other property of con31der that 1é not a prpperty ofs CONSIDER
418 that consider may take a factive complement but CONSIDER may not.
- This s related to the fact about supposatlonal complements; what it
means for a sentence to be supp031t1onal is that the proposition being
~put forth is to be accepted as true or as a fact for the sake an
argument. It is, therefore, a factive. “So j¢t 'seems that the observa-
tion gbout the difference’ between con31der and CONSIDER in regard to
suppositional complements is Just an instance offthe more general
difference between them involving factrve complements. (55)~(57) show *
that consider (or one of its synonyms) may have complements which can.
only be interpreted fadt1vely,17 (58) (60§ show thgt;suggest‘(or IMP- o
CONSIDER) cannot: - : Z .

* : .
P S g

) (55) a. .Consider the fact the't Marpha ran for. offlce. ..
b. Think about the fact, that Sam- skipped the cougtry
c. Take into account that “thé corporation donated’

‘ . " a million ddllars. ' ©  .."- .
® - (56) a. Consider his refusal to testify.’ . .
o b. Think about Bland!s gift to the committee. .

c. Take into account Yvonne"$ perserverance.
~« (57) a. Consider Martha's runhing ffice.
oo - b. 'Think gbout Sam's skippi e country
" .. ¢, Take into account the corporatlon s donating a-
> million dollars. :h ‘ :

[ -3

io- <
Iy .
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o (58) a. *I sgggést the fact that Martha ran-for office. -
! ) b. ¥I suggest the fact that Sam skipped the country.
- . . # & ¥I suggest thé fact that the corporation donated
' "~ a.million dollars. W . oL
. (59) ‘a. ¥I suggest his refusal to testify. .
. b. *I suggest Blend's gift to ‘the committee. e
i . c. ®I suggest Yvonne's perseverance.
ro (60) a. ¥I suggest Martha's running for office.
- , . . b. *I suggest Sam's skipping the country.
R . - . .c. %I suggest the corporation's donating a million
’ : ‘ dollars. - X - ' o
.' . i R N . . . . e .
° X ~ There is a constructiod very similar .to the Poss-ing construction of

(57) and (60) which is non-factive and therefore does pccur with suggest.
. This nen-factive construction differs from the factive one only in not,
_hdving a possessive marker on the first noun pf the proposition,

s Examples are: - ] :
N ' ' Consid . N ' h
onsider. '
' (61) {pnink about}- Martha running for office. 5
(68) I suggest Martha running for office: i

5:3, Tt should perhaps be noted here that the imperative sentence

form, which crops up so.oftér in a discussion of impositive speech acts,
is a directt*result of an underlying structure which has as its abstrect '
performative, IMP, since one of the properties of IMP is that the subject
of .its embedded sentence is -coreferential with its indirect object (i.e.,

L]

the hearer of the utterance).

The resudt of this property of TMP- (which

is, incidentally, reflected in the stateme
. of impositive speech acts) is that Equi-NP:

nt of the i;locutionap& point
Deletion, gan apply te—delete

. please or will you),

the hearer NP of 8, after whiéh Performaetive Deletion may apply to S0

producing the typical subject<1
exception of réquasts, whose de
~ direct act be somehow-modified
all imposi

ess imperative sentence -form. With the
ferential nature requires that the. °
(as with 'the addition’of tags like ’
tive acts can undergo Equi-NP Deletion

and Performetive Deletion and turn.up as imp

erative sentences.w There-

fore, if a structure

1ike (49} does underlie suggestions, one would

. ,expect’imperative-form sentences beginning with consider (at léast in -

‘its non-factive senge) to Be suggestion.

. to be suggestions:l

) Sentences like, (61) do seem
Not only are they paraphrases Qf sentences like

as -expletives like dammit , or a
immediately!, and I don't mean

(62), but they also do.not allow tags that orders typically allpw (such

dverbs ;ndicatiﬁg urgency like now.i,
next year!): . ) -

R L (63), Consié&g(Martha

running for office, ¥dammit! ' .
/

. - R *imnedigtely!
. (64) Think about doing it, {*and I d6n™ mean next year!

4 . AN

. tonsider imperatives like.(6l) cannot be requests'becauséfr;quests do
- not occur ge unpodified.imperatlves. It is more difficult to
£ distinguish imperative-form suggestiohs from imperativé~form recommen—
dations, but it-does seem that a' sehtence, like (65) is 0dd.
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N (65) ?For your oW good
’ ) : . For {Thelma s sake, cons1der\
. my .

’
e

s 117 -

Joe doing it.
hav1ng your
hair cut.

'B@th the strangeness of (65) and the restrictions mentidned above on .
the klnds\of tags that may occur with either orders or requests are « X
results of felicity conditions on various types of 1mpos1t1ve acts;

these conditibns will be examined in detail in section 3. .

< .

w2, h“ There.is another way that suggestions may be distinguished from

= other 1mpds1t1ve acts which could also be taken
. eXistence of CONSIDERﬁln the semantic structure
L . was demonstrated by Morgan (1973) that. there is

as evidence for the
of suggestions., It
a syntactic relation

betweems utterancés and their responses. Suggestlons can typically be

- responded to by sentences making referenge either to the act of consider-

ing or the sort of thing which can be cons1&ered (i.e., an idea, a
proposition, ete.).« So the suggestions in (66) below can be responded
to by the sentences in (70), but the orders in (67) and the requests’
in (68) cannot. Just as the distinction between suggestions .and
recommendations was.difficult to perceive above, so it is now, with
some of the responses in_(70) being appropriate to ‘the recommendatlons
n (69) and®some not. _However, the fact that the rebponses which are
not appropriate to the recommendations are those With explicit reference
to considering, (70d-f) may indicate a real semantic difference between
suggestions and recommendations.. In adg case, it is clear that
suggestlons and. recommendations have more in common with each other
than suggestlons do with either orders or requests; this is a point

that I will return to shortly. : ) . . »
(66) Suggestions: - ‘
a. I suggest we‘%iz\&eave now. ‘
b. I suggest Har first.
. (67) or - : L -
’ ) a. order you to clean the latrine. .
. b, Pick up your socks, dammit!
(68): Requests: ‘ .
a. Please glve me a dime.
: b. I humbly request that you stay.’
, (69) Recommendations: ™ )
a. I recommend.that ve 1 Ye-now, -
. b. I advise you to stay Jut. T :
(70) Responses
" a. That's.a good idea. .
b. That's a terrible idea..
- - e. I'11 keep that in mind.
d. That's worth thlnklng.about -
e. That's worth considering. . .
‘ f. I'1 think about it. i Ut
, g I'll take that into consideration.

‘!.5. The problem of detgrmlnlng Just what is a suggestlon and what

is a recommendation involves both semantics (1f CONSIDER is actually
. ‘V ~ - .
! 120
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. - a semantic predicgte of the act of suggé;;;:;E\and pragmatic felicity

|
L =, .
|

N : .. conditions. 'Tﬁisisub—sedtion will be devoted to exploring both kinds

L of distinctions in an gttempt to clarify the suggestion/recommendation

\
$ T * problem. The reason ‘that these two types of impositive acts are so o

I much more confuding than orders and fequests is that the latter two
are eabily distinguished from each'gther and £rém suggestions and
recommendations by thé ,felicity condition involving the relative ' - -
Status of the speaker and bearer: _This Status condition applies in
a very similar way to suggestions and recﬁﬁﬁ%pdations, so the difference
, between these two kinds of impositive acts must be sought elsewhege.

Phe simple proposal for distinguishing suggestions and recommenda- -

,tions is that: a) recommendations have ‘in their semantic structure IMP- °
, 3 -DO, and a feliéity’pondi?iqp that the spéhkér believe that the.action )
. beimg recommended is ‘desirable ‘or good for the hearer or some other
concerned party, and that: b) suggestions are semantically IMP CONSIDER ,
and do not have a 'Good For' condition? As'%ﬁgmi be expected, this
’simple proposal is too simple; the impositive werb suggest, for many ,
speakers, implies a Good For condition iQentian to that of recommenda-

tions%//in addition, there are occurxences of direct suggq@§ion§dfhich R

 do no¥ seem to invelve CONSIDER, but rather DO, e gy
~ N ’ h r ‘ - Y d
- e . o . go soak your head. el
) o +(71) I suggest-you < go Jump in the 1ake. .
. T | bug off. -
. -1t does seem that sarcastic suggestions like (71),1whiéb\ﬁave a Sémantic

DO, are never supposed to be good. for the hearer, so‘SUggespiqns and

recommepdations are still indistin®uishable: > T

A less clear set of examples of suggestions which'have DO rather
than ,CONSIDER in their semantic structure ane those indirect suggestions .
beginning with Let's as illustrated in (72). ;

‘ & L
. “(72) =&, Let's 56 swimming. ?
S b. Let's thrQw a party. , -
. _ c. Let's get to work. ) ‘ .~ :

. : . d.> Let's clean the fish; we've got to do it sometime.

. e.” Tt's now or never and we've got to get it«over = .
. L . with, so let's do it. ‘ s .
- . .There4is a problem wfth.Let‘s suggestiqﬁs; they frequently seem to have

- a Good For condition (as in (72a) and (72b)), but’ sometimes it is
unclear whether ‘or not they have such a condition. (729)_is especially

dnclear, while (72d) and (72e), by their explanatory additions, .
. . indicate that the end ‘result or the aceemplishment o the action is'a v
- . good or desirable thing. If Let's suggestions do ha{e a Good For

*bonditioni;ppen they are ‘not, really suggestiphs_at all, but recommen- "

dations. Another possibility for these.sSentences is that they do not

_ have- exactly a Good For'conditibn, but a more general condition that .
{1’/’EB§ proposed action is not bad for the hearer or,hegrers.19 ?hat wqu;d .

. ~account ‘for the neutrglity of -(72c¢) in regard to desirability and the
apparenf heed for justification in (72d-e). It would alsdiexplain why ¢
(71) is either rude or, facétious, but not an ?fdingry'suggestions. If .
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this is the case, then there;ls stlll 8 pragmatlc dlfference between
- - sguggestions and recommendatlons .
~ The flna& problem is that the verbs advige and recommend” (though
' none of the other verbs of recommendlng) are sometimes used with the
' same.ﬂreedom of complements as verbs of suggestlngn 'That 1s, (73)

- and (Th)- are not unacceptab e. o c L
- LY 4 %y -
N ™ (73). I recommend that John, Ella and Ann go., -
‘. : (74) 1 adv1se that ‘he, leave now:.- ST '
- - . -~ - s \ ! PN 4
If “the semantfic *structure of recommendations is IMP DO, there is a
. . problem in dgrividg these.79{;s, if it is IMP CONSIDER there-.is no
" problem. /?o, (75) .and (76) are at least rough paraphrases of (73) .,
' and® ) Do

> , ] . /ﬁ
. o .

. ' . (]5) For your sake, cons1der that John, ET1a and Ann go toe
) {76) In your own best interest, I suggest that he leave now.

~ o
- - \ .

This indicates that, whilé these sdrts of recommendations <can havee,
the Good For condltlon, ‘they also have the ~semantic structure” usually
associated with suggestions.

. The result of this attempt at dlsentaqglement is four k1nds of
equal status 1mpos1t1ve acts:

L ) -

- ~

‘o . I. DO recommendations; ' ; > ' . -
. Semansic structure< IMP DO : " )
: -Felicity condition: Action is good for- hearer. .
. - Example:r I recommend_zou lgave now. N .7
¥ . II. CONSIDER recommendations. .
' . . Semantlc structure .. IMP CONSIDER - 0 .
.- . - Fe11c1ty cond1tlon Action is good for‘hearer. .
! Example I recommend that Ann_go. ek .
. III. CONSIDER suggestlons. v Y .
’ Semantic structure: IMP CONSIDER . T e
Felicity condition: “Action fs not bad .for hearer.f‘
) - . Example: ,I suggest that he did_it. . Lo X
. - Iv. DO suggestlons. s ~ . .
" T . Semanptic structure::“IMP DO A . oot
oo Fe11c1ty condition: , Action is not bad for;hearer. -
. . © ' Ekample: Let’s get ‘to work X o L

o 2,60 In concluding thls sectlon T would llke to polnt out that, .:

,althBugh there are no strong arguments for *the existence of CONSIDER
in the semantic.structure of CONSIDER suggestlons or CONSIDER recom-

+ kinds of 1mpos1t1ve acts can, be paraphrased by .imperative-form sentences
with consider and, more 1mportantly, the fact that they ¢an have
complement sentenees whith are not ¢onstrained by IMP to have seconde

- ' person subjecﬁéﬁand future tensesy as are other structun‘s domlnatedgby

. IMP. ~ The second p01nt is more “important-than the first because consider

. = 1mperat1wes could just as eas1ly be exXplained on the grounds that te

- “there is a fellclty condltlon'whlch says the hearer ‘is ﬁo consider -
tﬁe propos1tlon and thls condltlon may be -asserted to pérfogzr*hd;rectly
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-decompoging suggest’

" the causative verb boil, are.

the dct of which it is a condition. >
way Fo account for the -second ppint.
On the other side of the issue are

adverb like again or almost can

120

There;is,khowevei, no other

' two arguments against
into IMP CONSIDER.. One is that the scope of an
be either the whole structure.or just

the embedded verb; consequently sentench like (77) and (78), with

i;yiguous:[ - .-

N

’

-‘“‘4‘ (e
Aadi

T

b g « (77) John almost boiled the water. - —
. . (78) John boiled-the watér again. o
- B e . M . . ] ', t
T "“séntence (77) can.mean either (79) or (89). T ‘
Y M 'y . - Ly
P . . . 4 . o .
[~ . *(79) John almost caused the water to boil. ° 4
i ® (80)_ John caused the water to almost boil. - ) ¢
. S Likewise, (78) can ‘mean either {81) UY (82ﬁr._L__F““_T_fﬁ;' (
C . , (81) John again caused the water to boil. - o
- " (82) John caused the water to boil again. -
- e If suggest decomposed into IMP CONSIDER one would expect'(83) and P
) . (84) to be ambiguous in the same way as (77) and (78) ere. > - S
. L (83) John almost suggested "it.
- (84) John suggested it again. . - . :
i These sentenicés are not émbigubus ing?ﬁe expected way, and so the IMP
CONSIDER: proposal is weakened. o 7 . ) '
To further weaken it is the fact that the embedded predicate of 4
a decomposed verb can be referred to by a pronoun, as in (85).23 )
: . .
—_ . . e Lt
. o v . (85) Julia thickened the sauce,-but it took her thrée ¥ ‘ .
‘ hours to bring it about. o
" . where the second it refers not to what Julia did, but rather to what -
< she caused to happen (i.e., that tbe;saube became thick). In a report
4 .of a suggestion, CONSIDER cannot be anaphorically referred to. . :
s . (86).~George suggested.the theatre, but it took*him three
. ./ i - hours to do it. . , - .
. ¢ ¢ ‘ . \ N : ~ .
(86) can only be interpreted t3 mean George has a terrible stutter, —
Vs aphasia, or is iﬁpredibly-circumlocutory. It cannot mean that it was | .
7 three hours before anydne considered the theatre. .
. ' © Although’these two arguménts have only beeh made for causative N
S decompositions, ‘there is no vaious reason they shpuld‘ﬁ%t hold or .
- ,<t ... impositive decompositions as well, especially in view of the fact that \
. there is a causal relation between the speaker and the hearer of an .
. impositive act. These arguments are therefore ‘good arguments ag%inst .
" + the “IMP CONSIDERproposal’. For this reason, I leave it as simply ' a. | .
* . . - ~ . “en ‘ ’
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- hearer. This is a simplification, however; it takes slightly more '

.. status to advige ¢hdn to suggest and even ‘more to insist, urge or “ )

~ exbort. Similarly, it takes less status to propose or submlt than- to :
—advise. Rather than viewing the Status ‘condition as dividing 1mp031t1ve

et

’;1ntr1n31c conditions are either essential, involving the spleaker's
'.knowledge, intentions and de31res, or non-essential, involving the

. which is neithet purely intrinsic nor purely extr1n51c.

-

Y person without, such status issues a command it is considered

.-;"
vyl

proposal, or CONSIDER suggestion, saying only that it 1s possible,
no$ necessarlly des1rab1e

K

, . -

-

3. Indirect Illocution. ' l ) !

3.1% According to a propos made by Herlnger (1972), speech acts
_“may be performed indirectly by reference to certain partlclpant-based
felicity conditions on those qpeech acts. Heringer's proposal is '
that such intrinsic’ conditjons ‘can be e1therI?sserted or questioned

to ‘perform, 1nd1rectly, acts for which they e conditions. These

»

speaker' s beliefsam The essential’ intrinsic condition of intention is
&n important part of what Searle calls illocutionary point, in'that
the illocutionary point is the speaker's purpose or intention .in )
performing the speech act. Th;s condition and the essential- conditions
of speaker's kpowledge and desire are not of primary importance to the
performance of 1ﬁd1rect impogsitive acts and therefore will not be N
discussed here.? This section will be mainly concerned with those . : ) a
“intrinsic-conditions, which happen to-be non-éssential, that are
peculiar to impositive speech acts ‘and that arée the‘basls—for ‘the- .
majority of indirect 1mp031t1ve acts 2 @
ﬁ

x e

There is, for 1mp031t1ve actss a condition of part

éClpant_status
It cannot,
therefore, be used as a basis for 1nd1rect impositive acts (i.e. - ,either
questioned or asserted to perform the agt), but it does affect how o
various types of indirect impositive acts may be performed. .
ghe Status condition’ for impositive acts can be thought of as

3.2.

'applylng in three distinct ways: for-ecommands the
he has superior status to,(or authority &ver) the

suggestions apd recommendations, the speaker must

the hearer are of  equal status; for'requests, the

speaker must believe
hearer; for
believe €hqt he and
speaker must believe,

or be acting as if he believed, that he has status inferior to fhe

acts into a<trichotomy, then, it will be con31dered to be one aspect
ofa squmsh' 2T with orders and requegts having special properties,
not because‘they are qualltatlvely different from suggestiofls and
recommendatlons, but rather because they fornirthe endp01nts or
boundaries of the squish. "

Regardless of the way in which the relation between the Status
condition and suggesting is viewed, it still contrasts sharply with
the relation hetween the Status ~condition and ordering on the one hand,
and the Status condition and requesting on the other hand.:, Commangs
are only felicitous xf the conversat10nal participants belleve that .
the speaker has the authorlty or sufficiently higher status in térms
of the particular social setting relevant . to the conversation. When
rude or o
1mpert1nent and w1ll, no doubt, be ignored. Requests, however, are
used ‘when the speaker wants to act as if he is inferior in status to
the hearer(s). Stch behavior is usually referred to ‘as 'deferente

[

-
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. 1s not a fellclty condition but rather a result of a combination of" - +

. the followingﬁorder (slashes 1ndlcate equlvalence of strength)

: 122
2
and is crucially involved in certain conditions on’ 1llocutlonary acts. , .
It should be noted that neither aspect of.the Status condition is
independent of ‘the social setting; i fact, they are completely Y
determined by such settlng. ,
‘There is a certain asymmetry Here dle to the nature of author1tyr-
a person in an authoritative position may easily show deferemce if he
llkes, but it is much more difficult (perhaps 1mposs1ble) for a person
not in authority to shaw aut&orlty The linguistic consequence of th1s.
hat ‘thg violations on authority conditions for commanding are much
easier to recognize than violations of deference condltyons on requestlngﬁ
In fact it may never be the case that & spesker cannot show deference.
. In both cases the speaker and hearer(s) have to agree upon their
relative status. If they do not agree ‘and the spegker makes a command,
a hearer may respond with a denipl or questioning of{the speaker's %
adthorityy e.g.," N . s, . -

(87) .
SR ) . telllng me what to do.
. j88) Who do you think you.are, %:trylng to tell me whaé}' .
) to do. "

N

Yqu can't tell me what to do.- -

~(89) ~Y‘*‘ve (got) no\rlght_to order me around

———
T e |

A speaker with authorlty to command may, of course, chobse to be
deferent. -However if his superlor is recognized by the hearer(s) they .. .
may respond with a direct reference to the speaker s ablllty to command

-
A} -\‘ -

~ (90) I won't do 1t unless you order me ‘to. . L.
(91) I'm afraid you'll have to make that an order. ;
“(92) 1I'11 do it if you comménd me to, but not i )

otherwise,
if you just ask.; °
"There is a way in which the Status cond1tlon, by apﬁiylng to
suggestlons in such a neutral way, affects indirect. suggestlons.dnlf one
_person wishes to order another to do something, he cannot pdssibly do -
it by asking a questjon; llkew1se, in making a request or plea a- - '
speaker ,cannot use an assertion without rellnqulshzng his guise of o
“deference or subservience. Since these restrictions do not, hold for .
suggestions, both assertions and questions may be used to perform,the
indire¢t illocutiondary act” of, suggesting..
“Phe squish representing the continuum of the Status Londition
also indicates the strength of the act, \Wlth the strongest acts belng
at the order end and the weakest at the request end. Strength itself

S
s
.

e .

\condltlons, one of which is Status. (The other condltlon involved w1ll .
be dfscussed-in 3.5.). ' .-
Impositlve verbs fit into the strength Squlsh 1n_approximately
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‘ B , (93) command/order/en301n/1nterd1ct - proscribe/demand/ ; AR o

. ¢ . forbid - direct/require = instruct - exhort/urge/ '
ST . \ warn - insist/admonish,- caution/counsel/advise/

\ recommefid - suggest - submit/propose/move/nominate - - .
- ) . » ask/réquest - petition/bid ~ solicit/appeal - plead/ N
' . *. beg/beseech/implore - pray/supplicate. . - e

This is not meant to be definitive by any means; there ts always a .*
‘problem with fixing the order of continua; especially when ‘many of the

items are synonymous or, nearly so. It+is presented. here only to give !

‘a general idea of how a squish based on strength might, ﬁook and it : o
does reflect the way in whicgh these acts are talked abOut. For peos ! JK
.instance, a strong suggestlon is actually a recommendatlon. Also, P,
different 1mp031t1ve acts-can be referred to in drfTerent ways, e.g. BN
and thjt's an order, versus it was just a suggestion and I was ‘only '

asking. , . , . ’

-~ : * °
. .

, 3.3. There a#e three main intrinsic conditions upon yhich indirect -
impositive .acts are based.and one der1vat1ve condition. The first
condition is one discyssed by Heringer as condition 3.31: 'the performer
of an illocutionary act K helleves that no acts involved in the

- performance of K are already performed.'- This formulation, however,
needs certain modification; not only must the speakér believe the actions
are not performed, he must also believe they are not, at the time of

““‘“““the*speeeh actjﬁbelng_pgrformed 28 ; :
That this condition is, actually a cohdition on—imp051t4velspeech

acts is illustrated by thg fact that if it is denied at the same time ‘~;ifﬁ_~—_“‘““*‘

that the act is uttered, an unacceptable: sentence results '

.

B (9h) *I'don't care if; you are d01ng the dishes, (1 order

PR - you to)- do the dishes. ) .
= (95)’"1 suggest«you have your wisfgm teeth taken out even |
. if you've already had them taken out. . .
e (96) %#Please set--the clock if you've already done so. - ¢ ¢
\i“ “/ ¢ c £

.

L, : That the proposed mod1f1cat;bn of*Heringer's statement of the
. scondition is necessary is shown by the fact that (97) - (99) are not

.anacceptable: = . . . - - “
N . . ‘
. (97) T don't care~df you did do thé dlshes (once), (T L R 1
. o order you to \\k the dishes (agdin). - : :
" (98) I suggest you look (some more/again), even if you've ) . :
o . ‘ . already Jlooked. - - \ - -
R R . (99) I’ know -you. just d1d it, but please do it again for*me. ) :

This condltlon will be refefred, .to as the Not Done condit1on T ‘ -
. . : )
3.4, The next 1ntrinslc conditlon is restricted,to recommendations
e . and suggestions, "and refuires that the action involved be possible.’ )
- . It is rather difficult to tell where this Possibllity conditian stops .
s Dbeing appllcable on the imp081t1ve continuum, but it does seem that
'.: whereas On? can order'and‘reqqest actlons, he: does qot necessarily . .
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believe to Be possible, he cannot suggest or recommend them: .. .-
M L3 .

k¢s

/ 4 .
(100) Whether, it's pogsible or not, I order you to be

“theré.
. " (101) Whether or not it's possible fof you to come, I
: . request you to (come). |
. (102) ?%Whether or.not it's possible for you to do so, I
? ' . suggest you take Joanna With you. -
. . (103) ?%I advise you to get a good night's sleep, even
, y o . though it's impossible. -,
; . i"' ‘ ) ‘:; - y - & ! .
T 3.5, ./ The third condition has to do #th whether or not the .action, in
et thétspeaker's opinion, is desirable, or good; for, either the hearer or v e
somé third‘partyi3q\ This'is a-belief condition and should, be carefully
. . distinguished from the intrinsic condition involving the speakér's
MRS desire. This latter condition is an essential bne, and it requires
that the speaker yént the action to be done. The non-essential belief
condition (whiéh will be called the Good For condition) primarily’ .
- cpncerns the nature of the act mentioned‘'and usually some person other
‘than the speeker. The two conditions 'are not unrelated, however; it
. - can be the case that the-reason the speaker wants the hearer to do the
: . " action is that the speaker believes the action'will benefit the hearer
or .someone else whom the hearer has an interest in. Orders do not »
haveé' this condition and‘rgques%s grdinarily do not, although they may - |

- be modified to include it, as it: . : \ .
’\M‘ r b ® ~

¢

(104) “&. TFor—Chartey'ls-sake, I beg you to leave now.
- . b. For your own good, please tell the truth. -
, Voo - - \at )
It was assumed in section 2, for the sake of exposition, that— ]
- there was 4 qualitatiye difference between suggestions and recommenda- % )
tions in terms of the Good For condition. Upon closer examinationj T
however, it appears that this_condition Ts really only,quantitatively
o R : different for suggestions and recommendations. Consequently, thére-"
' are no absolute differentes between-these two types of impositive
acts. "That there is no ‘absolute difference is,not'surpfisﬁng.in view oy
ofthe overlap in meaning of the verbs“suggest, advise, and recommend. .
,/ . These verbs are in the.middle of the*str:;ﬁth squish mentioned ‘above;

T " they are the equal status verbs. _This portion of the squish will be
~ referred to simply as syuggestions. when thére is no reason to specify .
*  whether the semantic structure contains DO or CONSIDER and no reason * -

’ z to specify the particular-application of the Good:For.condition. -
/ . e e I .o A T
P (105) exhort/urge/warn-- insist/admonish ~ caution/ " )
: . counsel/advise/recommend - suggest - submit/ .
0 e T Lt bropsse/move/nominate. . R . ) .
) . R . ’ * PR - -
.. . This strepgth_§quish corresponds not only. to dif'férence in ‘status, .

but also in how-good gor the hearer' (or whomever) ‘the action is -
believed to be. Although the Good For condition cannot in itself
definitively differentiate between yafious direct impositive acts, o~

.
R ’ . Y ; . -0

<,




]

it does play an 1mportant Yole in drfferentlatlng 1nd1rect 1mpos1t1ve
acts, as will b€ seen in the next sectlod The Good For condition can
be used to "perform indirect 1mpos1ti¥e 1110dutions‘because it is an
intrinsic condition; the Status cotdition is not purely 1ntrins;9 ‘and
therefore’ cannot be so used.

The Good Forecondition applies most strongly to the strong end
of the sub-squish (105); those acts to which the Good For condition

‘-applles most strongly can be modlfled‘by the condition, but not by its

denial as (106) and (107) show. - . ' .

(106) a. Since sunshine is healthful, I recommend that
we all sunbathe two hours a day. .
*.b. ¥*Since sunshine is dangerous, I recommend that
we all sunbatlie two Hours a day.
(107) a. I warn you that if you don't get out of the -
way, you'll get hurt. i
b.'#I warn you that if you don't .get out of the
way, you won t get hurt.

IS

(106) and_(107) are, ‘of course, not out-and-out- unacceptable sententes;
they can e -used if the speaker is trying to be ironic or especially
perverse (i.e., the speaker "has, or is acting as if he had, the belief
that being unhealthy or dead is good and that one should try to attaln
.such a state). It -should be noted that on the perverse rgading of
(106) and (107) the Good For condition is still not being violated
- or suspended; what, is being violated is the ordinary way of interpreting
, the adjective dangerous and the verb hurt. Whereas in normal usage
dangerous and hurt-are-both cons1dered to be bad or undesarable, in
the, goerverse usage they are being used by the speaker as good or .
aes rable things. So that if dangerous or hurt are believed by the
spdaker to mean or imply something which is bad,for the hearer, then
“the (hj“?enféncesvare-unaeeeptableiw_l am not able to find an acceptable
dmng for 1 . & e s

-

3

(108) *Since I believe sunshine is dangerous, and I believe
danger is.bad and to' be avoided at all costs, I
recommend that we all sunbathe two hours a day. \\

,."‘ Before g01ng 1nto the last intrinsic condition which may be used

derivatively td perform indirect impositive acts, I would like to point:
. ott that there is at least one other feature of 1mpos1t1ve acts that is
derived from others.' Beaause there are two conditions determining the .
strength squish, it is very difficult to be preecise about which of
several verbs, like urge; exhort and warn, is stronger--or even if
strength is what;differentlates them. There is, however, a deraved
property of strength, which Searle calls style of d13closure, that can
be used to distinguish among 1mpos1t1ve verbs.32 Style is said to be
derivation of strength, because style tends to, correspo d very closely
with strength, and it is only when two or more impos1t;Ve verbs have
.identical strength that style distinguishes them., Such is the case
with gxhort, urge ahd warn; although warn has certain distinctive
Syntactlc propertles, semantically, it is 1ndlst1ngu1shable from ur g

/
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B . d exhort. All three of these Yerbs have the same amount of strength,
’ but exhort emphasizes the contribution of the Status conditioa to
. s%rength, while urge stresses the Good For condition. Warn is more

like urge in that it also stresses the Good For condition, but it~
. tends to do it by giving the reason that a particular action is or
. is nd% good for the hearer. e '

3
. .

@ 3.6. Finally, indirect illocutions of impo§itive acts may be performed
, by;asserting or questioning certain implications of the three intriﬁ%ic
/ - conditions Just discuégea. The implications that may be so used are
those which refer to any of the three conditions as'a (or the).reason
for the hearer to carry out the action specified in the propositibn,
or that give a reason for the speaker believing the particular intrinsic
condition. -This Reason  condition is a derived condition bedause its:
. "“existence is dependent. upon-the three basic conditions of Nat Done,
Possibility and Goed For, which provide the reason for doing -the .’
proposed action. The Reason condition .is, theh, that the reason the
speaker wanis the hearer to do the action is .any one of, or any combina-
tion of, the three primary intrinsic conditions. The implication of
the Reason condition itself is that the speaker believes any one of,
« or any combination of the intrinsic conditions. Co .

»
)

.The Reason condition can be used to modify impositive acts by
stating, either conditionally or not, that thereris no reason nof to
do the action (as illustrated in (109))},*or that .there is a reason, to .
..« do the action (as illustrated in (110) and (111)).

R
' f
s, ) (109) a. *If/Since there's no reason not to learn French,
‘ . I suggest you do (it). . > -
b. #If/Since there is a reason not to learn French,.
I suggest ‘you do (it). - k
. If/Since there's & good reasgn-to go to New v
Zeaiand, I recommend that we go.
b. *If/Since there's no good reason to-go to New

e ) ‘ . Zealand, I recommend that we go.™
. (111) "ax" If/Since there's a good réason not to eat .
<o ) o apples, I warn you not to. o * R
, R . '+ b, #If/Since there's no (good) rgason not to eat
: . S " apples, I'warn you.not to. ’

.
.

‘ For sentences (109a) and (110b) there is the same sort of =~ . -

“ .»  perverse reading as there was for (106b) and (107b). For the perverse
a reading of (109b) the speaker must believe that, th%ﬁgé’should be done
- without reasons for doing them, which is a strange \attitude. For the
A- ’ : weird reading of (110b) the speaker must believe that sthe fact that .
. ’ ) there is no reason to do the action is itSelf a reason to do the action,
: “  'whieh is conceivable if, for some reason, the speapker wants to do £
. . - something irrational (or.at least apparently irrational). Perhaps
‘. . it is more likely that such a speaker would want to do somethipg
- ’ unpredictable, as when he does not want anpother person to be able to . -
<, figureYout what he wilTl do next ‘or where he will go next and there- .
fore tries to do the thing’ or go to the; place for which no reason, ’ .

f‘\\\y/ A except for the very lack of reason, exists. ) P
- - . EKY . - * .
. A ! ’ ! i ., . : N 3y -
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It seems; that there ought to be a perverse readlng *for (lllb) t -
parallel to those of (109b) and 110b) however if there'is one, I s
cannot discern it: (111b) seems simply to make no sense at all, perhaps
because of. the over-abundance of negatives. .

It might be argued that the (a) versions of (109)-(111) are’ not
1deal sentenceg either; and I would agree, however I believe that the R
/reason they ar’e not perfectly common everyday sentences is that these
conditiohs are so basic to the ‘speech acts in question that it seems
odd actually to assert them; they are genefally assumed by all T
speakers of the language. Certgdinly in the case of the versign of the
(a) sentences with if, the oddity arises from the fact that the
Sentences are tautodogles In.the cases of the (a) sentences with
sinece, they seem strange because usually if a‘%peaker belleves that
there is a reason o do something or not“to do*something, he will’ give
the reason rather- than just saylng that there is one... This is borne
out *by the fact that (109&) with'since is not an unusual a sentence .as
(1102) and @lla) with since, and in (109a) the condition being K
illustrated-is the lack of g regson. N / '

. The Reason condltlon can also modlfy an impositive ‘act by g1v1ng ’
one of the three basic ‘conditions as a reason, as 4s .illustrated in-
(112)-(114): ) . : T

~ (112) a. .If/Since you- haven't done your homework yét,
’ I suggest you do i
b.” ¥If/Since you've already ‘done your homework,
v + I suggest you do it.

- (113) a. If/Slnce it's possible to finish today, I
L suggest we do so. . . 1
L b. *If/Since it's impossible to.finish today, I

“ suggest we do so.
< (114) a. If/Since it's.good, for you, I recommend you ‘do At.
"b. *If/Since ft's not good for you, I recommend you
do it. ) - . u

Y .
N ‘
.

4. Indirect Impositive Acts. i

4.1, JImpositive acts may be performed d1rect1y in two ways as an.

explicit performative sentence with an impositive verb, or as an ’
imperative-form*sentence. The first way has been exemplified repeatedly .
in the preceding sections. The second way has been mentioned with regard

-.to CONSIDER suggestlons, it is the most normal forrofflmpb51t1ve acts

‘on the strong. end "of the 1mp031t1ve squlsh (i.e., orderé) Imperative-
form sentences may also be used to suggest, but not to request, since
using a direct form is not a polite way to impose one's will upon
another, and the Status conditions on requests-is that the speaker .
act’ as an‘lnferlor to the hearer (and hence deferentlally) .
There are many more ways to perform impositive acts indirectly, ;o
but even these are limited by the Status conditiffn. Orders, tobe 7
effective, must be direct; requests, to be polite, must ¥ in the form ‘
of questlons or otherwise modified (e.g., with the addition of please-
‘or tags) Suggesﬁlons, however, are not so constrained by the Status -
condition and therefore may be either assertidns or questlons. The

’

;ﬁ“
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. result. i's that fe are many types of indirect suggestions,, some

4 g types. of indirgct requésts and no indirect orders.
N . ) P /. ° :" ' .
’ 4.2. LooKing(first at the Not Dpné'copdition;'we find the folloﬁing
TN - : .

£

- . indirect suggestions based on it, . . .
* B * v 5 ' »

ave you thought about 'Jeremiah's doimg it?

You haven't considered J gmiah's doing it.

\Have you read.Cat's Cradle? T

ou haven't read Cat's Crddle. _ i 7 i

-
t “

.- Senterces (ilT) and (118) are less obviously suggestions than (115) -
and {116), but théy do appear quite‘natural .with the responses :
appropriate to CONSIDER suggestions. There seems to be no reason .~

. that (117) and (118) are not DO suggestions; also, one would expect; -,
"(115) and: (117) to be possible indirect yequests which they are not. . \

) It would appear that the Not Done condition hal a.wvery narrovw’ range ' N\

. of indirect acts that it can produce by being questioned or asseérted; )
= although it is’a condition tha%appii‘es very generally, it only
produdes CONSIDER suggestion indirectly. Why this_should be so is
- not clear, but the Not Done condition is the ofily condition which ) -

- applies equally to~gll impositive acts; the other conditions apply ‘

more strongly to some impesitive acts then to others and can be used | .

to perform indirectly those to which it applies most strongly. ‘The

Lt Not Done condition follows this pattern for the performance of, indirect

acts, but it does not applx.any-@d%g strongly to one type'of act than

..

to another. o

< . Thg‘Not Done condition alsotﬁas impiigations which may also be .
. ) used to perform indirect suggestions:” . o % -
: (119 Are yéu aware that Jeremiah could do it? °’ b L
. (120) You don't seem to be aware of the possibility . .
o of Jergmiah's doing. it~ — - :

.
’ R .

- Sentences like (119) and (120) are possible ifddirect suggestions based &
on' the Not Done ‘tondition because’ 'not being aware' is related to PRI
. 'not doing' or 'not done' by the Reason condition; that is, a possible
. reason for not having done an action is not beihg ‘ajlire of the
Y- possibility of doing it. 'The indirect §uggestiQ§E;!§19) and (120) also .
at indirect illocu- R

-

Y

. .~ involve the Possibility condition, idlustrating ¥
*  ° tions may be far from &imple.results of asserting or quéstioning

o : felicity ponditions. > ) 1 .
B - Notice, that (121) 4s not really a suggestion--possibly not an . -
g acceptable sentence of any kind: o e, S ’ N
| ) . . . .. -
: . (121) -?You aren't zgarefof‘fhe possibility of Jeremiah's -
doing it.. . ) E

- -

The oddjty of (121) is a result of the fact that’it is very difficult
(if not impossible) to know, or even think with any confidence, what
ghother person is aware of, (in ordiqgry“circuqstancés).‘ It is not )

as difficult to have an opinion on whetherqu not. another person has
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considered a matter since such conslderatqnn usually resdits in somd®’

sort of avtion (llngulstlc or otherwlse), espeblally in a s1tuatxon
calllng for suggestions upon or- dlscus31on of a matter

>

h 3. The Poss1bi11ty condition produces the lelOWlng 1nd1reét " e
. suggestions, 122) (124), and requests,, 125) (126) T -

El

" (122) You could eat llver. ., 31
(123) It wouldn't k111 you-to wash your feet o ) .
. (124) Maybe she could take you to school. - © oy
. '/ (125) Could we mo¥e that-thing? : . e
(126) 1Is-it possible to. turn the radlo down? '

. . : : - e
No doubt, for some speakers, fhe’ more direct assertion, It'é possible
+ for_you to eat liver, which 122) is a paraphrask of, is also .

acceptable, in my dialect ere is somethlng strangg -about, statihg LT ’
© +.such an obvious fact in 'gdch a dirgct manner”. S s
Sentence (123) is slightly motre indirect than (122), bdt since .
it rests on the indisputable fact that, for most’ people, an action . .

which requires relinquishing one's life is not'a poss1b1e”act10n, it
is a reasonable indirect suggestlon. (124) allustrates that the -
Ppossibility can be asserted more than once, and tHat such a possibility
may depend on somedne's’ physical ability to do somethlng. Al even more
exaggerated assertion would be Maybe it might just® poss1b1w be the -case.
that 'she could possibly, if she were able, take you to school, which -
is still an indirect suggestldn although it gertainly gives the hearer
cause to doubt that the ‘speaker actually believes in thé possibility of '\\
" the action. Sentences (125) and 126) are stralghtforward and need no :
further’ comment. - '
. It should be noted at this p01nt that since all the cdndltlons
being discussed here are conditions on the speaker s beliefsy-the
_indirect suggestion performed by assertlng those beliefs can be
prefaced with I believe or.I thirk, so that such versions of "(116)
and (122)- 1267'are 2lso suggestlohs .;.. B AR
. (127) I think you haven*t considered. Jeremiah's doingwit.
¥ (128) I don't think youlve thought about Jereq;ah's °
. doing it. . .- -

*

(129) . I believe you’ could, eat 11ver. : _— L
(130) " I dom't think it would k1) you to wash your .feet.
(131) I believe maybe sbe could take .you to school. - e

* « ’s -

I have used~as mein. examples and will contlnue to.do S0, thoseg
sentences without the I believe ‘or I think in them because it is :always
assumed that, if a speaker is being sincetre, he belleves what he

. asserts, and “therefore sthe simple sentences are mgre common and more .*

natural e - ’ Ya
b Although theaPoss1bllity condition applies to ali imp0s1t1ve
acts, it is stronger.on®'the weak end of the continuum; that_is, the

- Pst1bllity condition is more 1mportant for suggestions and requests 33
With the exceptioh of orders, at,the strong end of the ‘squish, just the
opp051tee1s true for the Good For condition. ' It applmes more, strongly-

. A .
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//,f~"’h,' Sentence (137) is considersbly “less complicated; the speaker is
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$o recommendat;ons'thén to, suggestions and more strongly .
to suggestions than to requests. The result of this, for indirect v
dllocutions,.is that the Possibiliﬁ? céndition is used to perform
indirect requests and suggestions, but not recommendations, and the
Goo& “For condition is used to perform recommendations (and sometimes
suggestions), but not‘requests.

4. The Good For condition is that the speaker belfeves the action
js\desirable or good for the hearer, although it is not always as- an
individual that the hearer is being thought of, but rather as a member
of a group. There msy be cases where the best interest of a particular_ *
individual is, in the speaker's.-opinion, less ‘important than the welfare
of the group; -in such cases & recommendation may still be made, even- X
though the proposed action may not bé ‘desirable fo¥ a particular membe
of the group. (However,’even in these cases, the speaker believes—%-hiﬁz
hearer will, as a member of the group, benefit in the long run..)

Some indirect recommendations, then, are:

»

-

\ (132) It would be nice if you visited your mother. -. .
(133). He ought’ to learn to drive.
(134) You should read Tolkien.
(135) Shouldn't you try sketching first? )
s-= (136) « Tt wouldn't hurt to ‘straighten’up your desk * N s
' . once€ in,a while. -

“(137) Wouldn't it be better to chew fobacco?

. -

b [RY

. C . . . )
-~ Sentences (132)-(135) are fairly straightforward; that which is 'nice'

~
»

- is ‘good forosomeone, and, for®(133)-(135), the only link needed is the

thfings, or that désirable_things are things that people should 4o -
entence (136) is more complicated; partly Jbecause it is a sarcastic -
recémmendation, but also because of certain assufiptions Ehe,speaker
makes when he says (136). Since the speaker of +this sarcastic
,recommendation believes that for the hearer to straighten up his desk
once in a while is a desirable thing, and furthermore he believes (or
at least is pretending to believe) that the hearer shares this belief,
then ‘there must be some reason that the hearer doesn't straighten up
his desk; a candidate (deliberately unlikely, by the way, since otherwise
the speaker would .not be able to deny it so confidently) for such-a' .
reason is that the’hearerJTears he will do himself psychic or bodily
harm by ¢leaning up his desk. The speaker doesn't think any harm will
befall the hearer if he cleans up his desk and says so. The sarcasm,
comes from the assumption of some sort‘of harm &s a consequence of
desk—~cleaning; the .speaker doesn't really believe that that 1is the
reagon for hearer's slovenliness, he is Just pretending to ‘believe it ™
in ordef’to attribute a iea§on to the hearer which he (the speaker:)
can then dispute or deny. This complex example involves the Reason

‘:;Eprally acceﬁ%ea‘notion'that people should do good or desirable

, {?

*  condition as well as the Good For condition. 1 .

.

questioning the condition with a negative auxiliary, which implies X
that he b&lieves- that to chew tobacco would be better;.since the 5 -

related question with a positive auxiliary lecks that implication,
Would it be better to. chew tobacco? does not count as a récommendation;

— - £
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This partlcular condition does not lend +dtself to questioning as ~ .
a’way to perform indigect warnlngs, the sorts of questions one would
expect to be 1nd1rect warnlngs are: ...
(lh2) Is it wise to {feed cockroaches? .
N ,(1h3) Should you grow pot in your front yard?
’ (lhh) Would “it be healthful to eat granola? . . ¢
These are obviously not warnfngs; they are not éven suggestions;- they
. may have the;perlocutionary effect of warning, but not even that is
Y _obvious. There are two poss1th reasons for these questioms not being
-0 *indirect warnings. ~Ohe has to do with the syntactlc form of the A
question, which must be that ‘the auxiliary is‘*positive (s1nce t \\:\
action is a negative or undesirable o) ), it seems that a ugh the —
. negative auxiliary implies the de31rablllty of the compiement (as was .

.

...A
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%
this exemplifies the fact that the condition need not be stated, but,
only implied, to effect the recommendatlon, 1t is also true of (l35)
other guestions, x .
. " Indirect warnings are also produced by assertlng the Good For .
condition; however, warnings are generally against particular actions,
- ¢SO they turn up in negative sentences more ofter than in positive ones.

It's not a good idea to run on lava rock.

I don't think you should drink that cobra venom. .
It's not safe to swim here.

: : ) . .
e R (139) If I were you I wouldn't do that. ) -
)
)

. e "~ (1ko
oo (1

o

‘Example (138) is an assertion of thé condltlon by virtue of the fact ’
f that . a ‘good 1dea is g paraphrase (perhaps a loose paraphrase, but a
paraphrase, nevertheless) of 'something that is good for Someone? In
- (139) there are certain assumptions made; if an action is undes1rable,
’ the’ speaker would not do it--so, instead of saying it is not desirable,
he says he wouldn't do it, thus affirming the consequent. Furthermore,
since 'the hearer' is the one contemplating, or about to do, the actlon,
the speaker hypothetlcally puts h1mself in the hearer's position, thereby
warning him indirectly. i @ -
The cobra venom sentence is more obvious; one should not do
potentially harmful things. (141) is also straightforward--unsafe
actlons (1n the belief of most people) are not good things to do.

- noted above),/the‘positlve auxiliary does not qu imply the negative;

,1it seems, rather,qto be relatively neutr:i/;n/fhiterespect Therefor9r

» the undes1rabllity is fiot implied and the warning is not producéd.”
The .other possible reason that (142)}<(1kh) are not indirect warnings
is that warnings are toward t strong end of the impositive squish. .
Consequently, unless a s er is fairly; secure’in his belief that the
action is unﬁe31rab e wrl! not feel justified in making a warning;. « .

the hearer is already 1nvolved,in the, action or obviously contemplating

1t a speaker who is not secure in his belief of the undesirability-of *
the ot kon will,become even more insecure, since ,the very fact that the
hearér does not seem to consider it undesirable may influence his (i.e.,
the’ speaker s) views on'the matter. . , K

.«
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. It is the comblnatlon of the Good For condition-and the Reason . g
condition that produces the most common form of. warnlngs, the condi-*~ -
. tional sentence. Ih.some cases the Good For condition is relatively
: a explicit, e.g.: . P © . i-
. - . . .
© (1459 Don't touch that, if you know what's good ‘for You. s .t
, < (1h6) If you want to stay alive, tell us the secret formula. o

" In other cases, it is not quite so explicit, e.ge1 . . - . -t .

-~

0

-

- _ (147) There's a good reason not to sell now.
Co (148) You'Il-lose g bundle if you sell -now.
) .- ' (149) If yow as much as }ook cross-eyed, I'11 punchsyou
. . . . i in the nose.
'}K; -*(150)" ' Don't move or f'11 blast'you. T T S

s -

Sy o ' (151) Don't touch 1t or it'll sting you. L{}' T .

. Cd AT Q . .

% Sentence (147) is not the be t warnlng a person could give, but that is
P due to the” faet that if the speaker has a reason, it is more normal for

hlm to say what that reason :E\ra:her than, to simply 'state that there : %
’ is one. However, if the hearer:has sufficient confidenceé in the speaker's

ket in (147}, then such an VoL
‘ning. (148) is actPal;y the T

knowledge of, for example the g§pckm
“ assertion will probably serve ag‘a Wi
more normal form that one would e an indirect warnifig to take, i.e., -
‘the asserting of the, reason for not '1ng the action. (149) 1s -one of ’
the most common ways that warnings arg made, g1v1gg)the reason for not
. doing an action in tetms. of a hypothetical situationj it 1s, of ‘course
an exaggerated warning, but such an, exaggeration simply adds” force to
! the intended effect. The warning in (150) is also g, common- type, and,‘
like (149), gives. the reason for the hearer's not doing the, spe01f1ed R
.. action. The last example is similar to thesprevious one and simply .

.o . shows that warnings of th1s type do not, have to be® threats like {149) ) "
and (150). : @ < v
o - ” As in the set,of warnlngs dertved from the Good For condltlon, T
-~ . there are no warnlngs bas&d on the Reason condltlon in the form-of a .
A question. However, there are sentences like (152) s N
(L52) Why sell dope‘7 — . - T , v

oo J o
which are not qu1te strong enough -t®0 be warnings, but vhich admonish ¢
" or discourage. This is o be expected since admonish is yeaker on the’
impositive squish than warn, and, in general, .questioning is the m11der &
form of indirect illocution and’ ‘terds to’be used for weaker sorfs 3f .
impositive acts{ : _
~ . - Pyt T
n 4.5. The Reason condltlon is asserted and questloned to perform .
. ' suggestlons in the following»sentences: . . : , =

< - o N

153) There s no reason-not to have a party.’ - .
154) There's nothing preventing us from making stroganoff. S
155) I see no reasoh not to drink’ wine. / . t
156) 1Is there any reason not to invite Yuriko? “
157) Does anyone have, anythlng‘ﬁgalnst rehears1ng now"

o l . ﬁ\* . | .1:355 :’ . > | ‘ ;é .o | - t
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" The flrst two of theSe indirect suggestions are plain enough (lSS)
- uses' only the addltlonal assumption that a reason has $o- be known: to
Jbe a reason.; The, questlon (156) is straxghtforward and . (lST) .requires
only. that a'pos31ble -reason’ for not. rehears1ng ‘now 1s understood to be
that someone may not want or be abl€ to. There is a point &hat becomes -
slightly more prominent here than in previous examples, and that is
thaf all these sentehees a¥é ambiguous; they all have literal interpre-~
“tations where the speaker intends only to state a fact or request.
informatien. In cgses such as (156) and {157) where the literal
readlngs tend to overshadow the indirect 1llocutlonary readlngs, the *" -
., stress of the sentences plays an important part. To be a* suggestlons,
~ (156) must be stressed nermally, i.e., on Yuriko; if the stress is on
) not, for instance, the suggestion reading-does not come through.
leéwlse, for GlST) the stress must be on now,,which is the eSSencefof
J the suggestlon, extra stress any’ghere eise obllterates the 1mposn"1ve
readlng.\ -
Recommendatlons based on the Reason\congitlom are;:

.

¢

s Y

(1589 There' §$ at least ome good reason to impeach the
. presidént.” S
We'll make a lot of ‘money if we sell now.
You'llk live longer if you practice yoga.,,3
Why don't we go horgeback riding? .
Whir not buy the BlShOp Estate? . o g *
The” only assumptlons 1nvolved in these sentences is'that at. least one
reason i% a_reason,.sentence - 158) ma§1ng a lot of- money is a good
“reason for dolng somethihg, (159), and living longer is' a reason to do
something, (160)“ Like the suggesthns in‘(156) and (157), the -stress
‘in the indirect;recommendations (161) and (162) affects the import of
the recommendation. The normal stress of (161) is on horseback;
however if it is shifted to don s the recommendlng force is lost and . .
%he only sense left is.that of re reqapstmng inférmation. ‘The stress can-
“be shﬁfted to wé and still maintain the 1mp051tive readlng, the only
. dzfferen is that the rec mmendation cefdters on us as oppoSed tO some
other person or people. When the: stresstls reduced on don't and we
. they can be deleted, and a\sentence of the form 1llustrated by~ 3?)
results. (162) can have stress emther on §§z_or Bishop Estate and
still be an indlrect gcommendatlon, but ifﬁthere ig extra stregs on
ng.or not 1t\must bé" inteqpreted 1iteraIly. v
\“ N

k-4

h 6. There are rather common'types of suggestlons -Which seem to be
‘indlrect but are not derivable, ,1n any straightforward way. from the
intrinsic condltions on direct’ suggestions.‘ The first of these is

thb Let‘s suggestions ﬂﬁudh as: oo - o

a A
<

- (163) Let's go to topn. o ‘ -
. “ (164) met? s thlnk abopt mov1ng to Callfornia.
(165) Let's have dinng ) o

K ‘ 4-'
- e v &

“‘Part‘of the problem‘with these suggestions is thg} tyey §re, at léast
Lo o N ‘ « €2 - -




- (167) Let's get crackin', Kay.

- .- Fa . . ° [ ) - 13)4
to SOme'degree, idiomatic with very curious syntactic properties.:”h
» None pf the intrinsic conditions discussed above provide a basis
for the Let‘s"suggestions; however, there may be some basis for these
Suggestions in %the intermediate (i.e., neither purely intrinsic nor
purely extrinsic) Status condition. Since the form of let's. suggestions
is idiomatic, it is very difficult to see what the exact relationship
between them and the Status condition is. Tt does geém, however, that
the speaker and'hearer have equal status in Let's eonstructions, and’

-if the Let's idiom originated from the ya-mﬁ.?sion granting let, and if

the underlying subject of Let's. is both I and you (as Costa 1972 suggests),

these facts would link up the equal status requirement and the -Let's
* ‘suggestions. This is all very tenuous, of course, but there is one
Sther fact thet may lend it supfext. Sentences like (166) and (167),

. . ~ 4

0

. (166) Let's go, Sheila. . .

.
<

can, for some speakers, be interpreted as not including the speaker in

' the action. When this is the cake, the force of such impositives is

much stronger than just a suggestion. It is, in fact, very like an .
order, made l'ggs severe (or perhaps .even indjrect) by using the equal
, sStatus Let's. ; .
Anbéther type of impositive: act‘which.does not fit neatly into the
- framework provided here are those beginning‘with How about and What

about as in: . . >

L . (168) How about a drink? _ ’
s . (169) 'How gbout coming home with me? -

. - (170) What about Arlene? o .

(171) What -about going home? N .

These too are idiomatic; there-is no direct, literal reading of them.
* Because of this.idiomaticity I cam only- offer -a suggestion as to how they
. might be r&lated to the felicity conditions on impositive acts: that
~ -wHow about and What about forms originate from questiong on the order of
.. How do you feel about -and What do you think about, whose most direct
function is.to“elicit opinion from the hearer. "Speakers generally
only-elicit opipiers from ople they consider their .equals or
superiors. .Acaording to the tatus condition, these How about apd,:'
What about sertences, "if they are to be interpreted as impvsitive acts,
’  ‘must be either suggéstions .or requests. And so they are: (168)-(171)
‘a _ are all interpreted as suggestions by some speakers, while others take .
7. (268) and (169) to be’ suggestions and (170) and (171) to be requests.

", (168) a.  How about a drink?, e
"N b. . That's a good idea.
’ c. » QK./%8orry.
(169) a. How about coming home with me.
‘ : . *b. That's a-lousy idea. ' .
P c. OK./?Sorry. _ -

-
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. b.
c.

(171) a.

b.

c.

What about Arlene?

g%
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That's a’ poSSibility

OK./Sorry. . .

What about going home?

»I'11 keep that in mind. *

OK./Sorry. ) ‘ -

L.7. I conclude with a brief discussion of verbs which exhibit some

fundamental ways.V

1nv1te, invitations look very much like regnlar impositive acts.

can be direct:

. (172) a.
b.

-properties of impogitive vegbs, but ‘which differ from them in

The first of thege 'semi~impositives' is .the verb

-
.«‘

I hereby invite you to my party.
You are hereby invited to my party.

They *

g -

“illocutionary- point is actually a purely perlocutionary- ef

.the hearer.

They can-also have the same indireét forms that requests can have, e.g.,

-

. (;73) Can you come to my party?
- (174) Will you come to my party? )
(175) I'd like you to come to my party.
" or even some of the suggestion forms, - J
. (176) How about coming to my party°
(177) -Why don't you come to my party?
(178) Wny not come to my party? .

. . - 0

. . [}

The request-type invitations of (173)-(175)-ake more normal than. the
suggestion-types (176)-(178) and (176).is a better invitation than .
(177), which in turn is slightly better than (178). Why there should
be a difference among the invitations (176)~(178) is not clear, but
the difference between (173)-(175) and (176)-(178) is understandable,
Requests are more polite than suggestions; invitations generally are-
polite and therefore the requesting forms are better invitations than
the suggesting forms. There is a problem here however, being polite
means assuming a position inferior to that of the hearer, but at the
sgme time! af speaker must, in order to be able to issue an invitation,
be in a position higher than that of the hearer.

In this way invitations\\—////ﬁ‘\ ©
are different” from impositives; although it may be the case for .

;@positive acts that the speaker is only_actinﬁ as an _inferior, there
are-no impositive acts which require that the Speaker hgve highersstatus
and at the same time require the speaker to. act as if he had lower status.
The other major differences between invitations and impositive
acts involves illocutionary pbint The purpose or aim of invitations
gseems to be to get the hearer to do something, which is the same as |
the illocutionary point of impositives. There is8, however, another way
of -looking at the purpose of invitations: what appears to\g:}v ?
t, and
the illocutionary point of invitations s actually just to g the
hearer permission to do something or to*mggg_pn action possibls\fdr~——"W\
Whether getting‘someone to do something is 1llocutionaczy,
or purely perlocuﬁionary ig in prinéiple easily determined. ,If \
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R . (184). Sure, I'd like to.come.

i » - " ' x
. .

. on
. v
v . A Y ~ . . - P . .
- » - R -
- - . ° R
. . . e

. . ’ * - . 1 65
- * s . - .

24 ’ . ‘. . - .

K . L4 14
[ { * o ¢ . : . o - °
. . . . R .

.
. EY) - .

~invitatiods aré imposztive aéts,’it is safe to dssume they are requests;

_ it-was_proposed in Py Lee (197h4) that the positive responses, .
> S 719) oK. N . . ‘
. = (180) Sure. X v
. (181) A1l right.
* . and the négativéwresponse, ) . ' ¢ ; o,
’ ‘ 3 L ) * )
> . (182) sorry. S - ~
N - > L] -

¢ 2

. were appropriate to illocutionary requests but net to peflocutioﬁarx
requests, for which they pequ;rqulaborated responseéf E.g.,

A et

(183) K, I'll come..®

X © (185) A1l right, I'll be there. _
(186) sorry,§I can't make it. " ., ~ .
' ~ £y - »

.

°
-

The problem with invitations is that,, at least in my dialecﬁ,-i%
¢ is not obvious that the.simple responses (179)—(%82) are completely
ingppropfiate, although they do seem considerably worse than the
. elaborated responses (183)-(186): '
. P

A (187) A. i. Can you come'to my party?
- .~ ii, TI'd like y§u to come to my party.

* . ¢

. (188)  B. i. 2¥OK. :

i ii.” -?Sure. d
iii. ?*¥A1l1 right. .
N : * iv. ?Sorry. A '
(189) B. i. OK, I'll come. , - ‘ 0
: * ii. Sure, I'd like to come. ° .
iii.. All right,.I'1ll be there. S
. "iv. Sorry, I can't meke it.' . '
_ I have’'callediinvitations semi-impositives because their status
A condition 'works diﬂfereﬁt1§=than that of any impositive act and their
villocutionary point’, thougH similar, is not, indisputably the same as
. _-that.of impositive acts? There are semi-impogitive dcts which appear |,
to be specidl types g€ invitations and ‘differ from impésjtiveé'in )
+ever more interesting ways. . A
] . These acts I wil® refer to*as~challeﬁges; they are performed
' . "\apd/qr described by the verbs dare, defy and challenge and are .
exemplified in: , o . e .

: : (190) I dare you to cress that line.

. co (191) I defy you o say that again. - . .

L (192) "1 heréby?éhaliehge you to taefend that claim., _
Challenges are invitations in tHgt they invite‘(or make it possible

- ~ for) -the hearer to do some action. However, challenges differ from -,
* . . s . . . )

>
A . . . .

‘s, dual at sunrise. -

-

»

]

.




nofmal 1nvitations in the application of felicity* eonditions. The .
status conditioniis the same as for invitations (that is) the. speaker
has higher status than the hearer) but one of the nltimate ‘results

the spesker of a challenge hopes to produce 'is to conclus1vely determine

‘hlS superior status.

. J’ Another felicity cond}tion .that holds for impositives does not

hold for challenges s namely, the Good For condition. A speaker uttering

a challenge does not believe that the hearer's taking up the challenge

. Will benefit. him (the hearer), in fact, he believes-quite the opposite

and is trying to gét the hearer to engage in an activity that will Dbe
harmful.to him. .- . :

. The Possibility. condition 1s an 1nterest1ng one for challenges.
It seems to hold,fqr them as- (193) shows:
*. -

.. (193) If/Since you think you can climb\the tree,

<0 dare q.
* defy you to do it.r
challenge .

-

° -

However, a common form of indirect challenges is based on the negation
or denial of this condition, e.g.,, )

(194) You can't-climb that tree.
(195) - You can't.catch me. :

Notice that the hearer may respond to (19&) or (195) with either of the
follow1ng two remarks: . .

A (196) - Is that a.challenge? "’ N
(197) Thht sounds .like & dare to me, AN
¢ %,
This is the first 1nstance we have seen of the denial of a felicity
condition”being used to perform an indirect 1llocutionary get. 3A closer
~ look at negative illocutionary Verbs 1is needed to see how general this
phenomenon is. - )
The denial ‘of the pos51b111ty condition as an -indirect challenge
is also exhih}ted in certain uses-of the verbs bet and wager. When
these verbs are used to express the speaker s belief that the hearer
~s incapable of performing’a particular action, the resulting asser-
tions are illocutionary challenges. E. 8 . -

-

*

' (198)- T bet you "can't catch me.
(199)« I wager you aren't able to.do it.
This illustrates another new aspect of indirect illocitiodnary acts.
the existence of specific verbs that can be used to perform only
‘indirect illocutions. -Bet’and wager do'not count as challenges
(although they are, of course’, ‘used as direct bets), as the, unaccep-
‘tability of (200) and (201) show,

Xzoo) 4T bet you' to climb that: tree.’ :
> (201) *T wager that you catch me- .

(The asterisks here refer only to the challenge-reading, with that-

¢

140
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‘.‘. \ 7§;* ‘ - "‘ L , ) .
A U7 Llauses both verbs are acceptable but must be interpreted as bets, in .
which case the speaker does believe that hearer can do .{le 'specified
action.) o : .

‘ . . Negative bets without the mo@gl of poésiﬁility‘can are‘ambiguoﬁs
. as between bets and ‘challenges, though the literal (bet) reading is
s - strongers:, ' : A s v )

P e e 4
(202) - I bet you don't climb that tree., . .
; §203)‘ I Wager that you don't catch me. ///}
. This discussion has only.touched‘upbn the possibilities involved
in related illocutionary act’types (impositives and invitations), denial
of felicity conditions,,and indirect illocutionary verbs. A more
comprehengiﬁe analysis must await further investigation. -
There is®one last semi-impositive I would like to mention. The
“verb threaten describes.both linguistic and non-linguistic acts; it id L
related to‘the impositive warn in that a threat can be a specific 'kind
of.warning{:hamely, one in which the speaker intends to produc¢ the o
undesirable effect being warned against. . .
) However, threats can be used to inform the hearer of t
+ intention to harm him. Threats only seem impositive when
. offered a choice: either do the specifid action or suffer
The following threats do not have imgositive force.

the consequences.

(204) 1I'm goihg to take your teddy bear away.
; (205) No matter what you do, you can't stop me; I'm going
’ . Po cut Your hair. . e ' - .
Illocutionarily, threats are commissives; causing people to do
things ig.a perlocutionary effect of threats which cap be either inten-~
tiona “unintentional. In this regard threats are very,much like
contingent .promises which also have the perlocutionary éffect of getting
- the hearer to do something.’ Thus the difference between.the two is
neither illocutionary or -perlocutionary. "The sentences below are threats
if the intention of the speaker is to do Spmething which is. not good for
* . the hearer, and they are promises if it is sbmething that is good for _
. = the hearer; te . .

s o
e .

e Lt
' : (206,): Cook dinner, and I'll help you with your project.

. 16@2?'5 If you cook dinner, I'll help;you with your projécg.
' The two int g%igtations of (206) and (207.) depend.entireiy on the ‘Good For, .*
condition;3Y éhe relationship betweén threats and promises is similar
N0 to many diTferent types of-iiffositive acts which -have the same illocu-
tionary point but different felicity conditions. e '
The discussion pﬁesented here of semi<impositives is meant only
as an indication that there are related speech act types and that such .
relations can .be described in terms of illqeutionary point, perlocutionary
effect, and felicity conditions. Further such analyses of other types
., of speech acts should provide -us ‘with much valuable information on the
. nature of illocutionary acts. LI - <7 " <

>
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. Footnotes : : e

*This is a rev131on of Chapters III-VI of my OSU Ph.D. dissertation
(March l97h) E . .

~11n How to'Do Things with Words, J. L. Austin offers the first .
recent taxonomy of speech acts, ‘his classification includes verdictives,
exercitives, commissives, behabitives and expositives. :

" “2Zeno Vender in Res Cogitans }e&efines'Austin's classes and
adds two more, operatives and 1nterrogatives. ..
- -

3At least they are not direct attempts to get people to do things; -
they may function as 1nd1rect illocutionary illocutionary impositive
acts, but that is a different matter (see Lee 19Thb: Ch. 5), .
" - Xy ) i

bR: 1akors (1972) has suggested that a pragmatic analysis is
.ppesible and that certain pragmatlc features have syntactlc consequences.,
\Howeﬁer, it is' not clear that these featursg .are purely pragmatlc, i.e.,

are not semantic features with closely related pragmatic features.’
-’

e .

5By‘illocutiohary point ‘Searle means, at ledast roughly, the;
purpose, intention or -aim of the act. In the same 1973 paper Searle
provides a taxonomy of spegech acts consisting of reprpsentatives,
directives, commissives, expressives, and declarations. Impositives
are Searle's directives.’ )

6ihe term 'semantic structure' 1s used throughout this paper
rather presumptuously, there are no doubt deeper semantic¢ representatlons
for ~the structures presented#fere.

- v

. 7R. Lakoff (1968) in discussing abstract performative verbs in ¢
Latin syntax uses IMPER for commands only and suggests that there are -
other such verbs :for other types of impositive acts. Sadock (197la)
uses' IMPERE in an underlylng structure {p. 223), but gives no explanatlon .

. of what he meams by it.

??he verbs suggest, recommend, and advise are, for some spegkers, ’ R
ambiguous as between a suggestion and a recommendation; see section 2.5 .
'for more on this. - - '

- -

9Th:Ls proposal, in general, is the samé as R. Lakoff' (1968) who
advocated several different ‘abstract performative verbs, each repre-
senting only surface verbs which are synonymous. Each of“hér abstract
performative - structures are differentiated by undergoipg only certain
transformational: rules. -

b}

f< 3
lOPerforn'lativeJDeletion was proposed ‘Ross (1970a, 1970b) and,
although there are some problems with its exadt®\formulation and appll- .

cation (see Anderson (1971) and Fraser (1971) for criticism of the . .
erformative analysis), the.general idea is sound, All types of )



——.a--a—;fgr. showipg ‘ambiguity does not work: _ .~ ° ' -

. sense derives from an underlying agent. -~ Zwicky and Zwicky (1973)

) ' ) 140
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impositive acts can be formed viasthis rule: it applies after Equi-NP | .
Deletion Ffor orders (agcounting for the imperative sentence type in
Go home!) and before Subject-Verb Inversicn for requests (Will you go
home?). > ) e ' . -

s 1lSeyeraI linguists have discussed this particular sort of
ambiguity; G. Lee (1971) argues that the connection-of-ideas sense
derives from a $tructure invdélving CAUSE (SEEM) yhereas the agentive .

’

suggest that the ambiguity stems from an underlying REASON which divides B

- x o

into CAUSE (for non-agentives) and PURPOSE (for agentives). :

- . . . )
12The term 'pro-agentive' was introduced by G. Lee,(l971) and
refers to contexts in which agents 'may occur; the opposite term fanti-

© agentive! describes contexts in which agents may not occur. Lee

.

distingpishés pro-agentive contexts from the broader -class of non-stative »
-verbs proposed by G. Lakoff (1966); the following are pro-agentive .
contexts; in imperative sentence form; with a manner adverb typically
referring to human attributes (e.g., cleverly, stupidly, intggﬁ}onalgg);,
and as complement of the verb persuade.: In contrast, a test such as
whether or not a.verb can occur. in the prbgressive says nothing about
agentivity, bui,galy whethetr that verb is ‘stative or non-stative.

13Notice that the relétionship between the two.verbs is such that
suggests implies suggestp, but rot vice versa; a’sentence such as (i) .
is contradictory for all speakers: - - .
; ) s \
(i)} She suggested3 that Harbird was guiltf (by saying
"I suggest Harbird did it.") without adfually
suggesting, it. ¢ - ® " -
v . : ) , 2
It is because suggests implies suggest, that G.. Lakoff's, (1970) test

-

.
~
e

-

(1) She suggested that Harbird.waﬁ guilty and so did he.

- .
o~

Thiss%}ﬂé/of aréhment was originally pfeéénted in Zwicky and Sadock"

.

-

asisf. - . a /
. 14Tt may also be thé%gihg Same\speaker-would accept '(31)-(34) but  */

not (38) simply bqpauéé of the.phonological idenitty of the two suggests g
in (38).-.° ‘ ) , m———

- | ¥ ~ .

‘.
15See Morgén (15%3) for an extremely interesting décounx of sentence
fragments. . : . - -
. 6 A - - " ‘” , _
15gee 6. Lee (1971) and_Dowty- (1972) for a disecussiop of the role
DO plays' in the semantic configurations-of activities and’ agentive -
predicates. - - ) ' . Y

-
[}

1TThere are speakers for whom (60) has a non-factive regding (in
addition to the fggtive:one); for those speakers sentence (60). is .
acceptable and means the same as (62). _ : .
1€, . ,
. s . N )
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18It is poss1ble that (61) is an 1nd1rect suggestlon based on 8
‘felicity condition involving the notidn 7 of con: conslderlng, this and other
jproblgﬁs with the CONSIDER analysis will be d1scussed in section 2. 6

\\ < 19This was suggested or recommended to me by'Gregory Lee.

20Recommendations and suggestions .are beginning to look very
indiscrete, especlally with respect to the Good For condltlon.

-’
21More will be said about this kind of- 1llocutlon 1n the next
section. € - R

e N

Fad
L

v . 22The almost argument is attributed to Jerry Morgan by McCawley
(1968) the” again again argument is s1mply a loglcal extension of the almost
argument. o . ™ -~

.~
5

23This. argument is due to G. Lakoff (l970b)
éhAn 1mportant non-essential condition of some 1mpos1t1ve act's 1s
that the speakKer believe that the proposed action is one which is

. desirable to, or good for, the hearer or somggconcerned party. This

is related to the essential condltrgn of speaker desire in that it may
provide a reason for the speaker's desiring to perform the act.

25See Heringer'11972), Cnapt r three, for more general conditions
on a wider variety of speech acts,\which account for some indirect
impositive acts such as, May I suggest you get ready and I would like

7 ] . ' *

to suggest that we leave now. ‘\\\‘//fi o ///ﬂ\\t

26'The status condition cannot be said to‘sg;strlctly intrinsic or
strlctly extrinsic because it depends on the -speaker and hearer sharing
the belief ‘that a partlcular status relation obtalns

27The term 'squish' is due to Ross*{l972), who defines it as a
qua31—cont1nuum of linguistic “elements. A later definition (Ross 1973:
98) is: 'the matrlx formed‘%hen two hierarchies 1nteract to mutually :
defiine each other'. st

28Note that whether the notion.af considering is represented as
a semantic CONSIDER or as a felicity condition, it -still falls under
the domain of this condltion, since in elither case it is an act .
“itvolved in the performance of an impositive act.

’ & . N X,

291t'was pointed out ‘to me by Richard Garner that this appears;-
to violate the illocutionary point of impositive acts. However, that
is only.true’ if what the speaker is attemptlng to get the hearer to
“do ¥s to. complete the specified action. For these lases, it appears
that the speaker is only trying to get the hearer to -attempt to do
the specified action.. In this regard these acts are similar to the
semi-impositive acts of challenglng d1scussed i Lee (l97hb section

6.7.) - . {

. : , it o " ‘
. ’ o 144.'."@'-" ’
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. '30.1\ broader view of this condi_t:ion is expressed in Searle‘g S
pz{operty six, which says that an‘act may differ in whether-the ’
proposition is in-thée -interest of the speaker, hearer, bot{l or
neither.- For impositive acts.only, the interest of<the hearer is "
important. -, CT T

. ’ + . i \ -4 .«
3;Apparen§1y, for some speakérs there is an acceptable’ sarcastic
reading of (168). It was suggested tg-me by Gregary Lee that such a
reading is possible, especially if-the adverb naturally is inserted
before recommend. - ‘v e T

32ppere is also the factor of the extra-linguiskic envirofunent

in which the act is performegd : ffedting style; nominations and motiops -

are the formal equivalent of suggestions..
33One way of looking at this differente is that for the wqali,er
impositives the sSpeaker is relatively neutr&l tqwa.rd the possibility.
of the action, but for orders the speaker gelieves strongly that’the
actioh is either possible or not (cf. note 29). J

o - L v ) ’
3hNeWmeyer (1971) points out that\if Let's suggestions are assumed

M e} hg.v‘e the underlying' structure: [We 13‘Eewe [we eat]] certain tags
are easily accounted fori.' ‘ -

[y
. ]

/- (i) Let's eat, shall we? L T )
" (ii) Let's eat, why don't we? - :

< ~ . N
-

However, he notes, such’an underlying structure would j'ed'ict (i3i)

instead of (‘iv). ) s S
— 7 - |
‘ (iii) #Let ourselves eat! . .o ¢ S : .
(iv) - Let us eat! . : -y

4 v ! - ‘_ L
- Costa (1972) proposes that Let's suggestions are 'true impera- '
t}ves" with an underlying structure Llike:' = ° ’

V. v NP NP NP ‘ s

v NP, NP and NP NP ,
A S B | . »

‘ < . let you you I 62_ -,
. : - c )

-, - ’ . V. o NP

- ‘ . , -2 A ]\ )

. 4 ; . go. S\NP and NP
— Y s 0T ) > l\ ’“\ R

s

I
S
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1
351t was pdinted out to me by Arnold Zwicky that some speakers
_“have the compound suggestlons

~ s

P EO I ggz,ibwf} Tet's do,that! Y L
36Th15 discussion of k:ﬁds of 1nv1tatlons owes much to suggestlons
from Gregory Lee. é ° -
/o . ce
37Th1s view is opposed to the one that Sgdock (1974 ) takes; he
claims that threats=and warnlngs constags}e a distinet illocutionary

type. . .
v a g [/

) 38R. Lakofr (1969) discusses a consequence of this difference in

application of the Good For condition. Where contlngent promises

normally have some, threats have‘any, e.g., . ¢

¢

. . some U -

_//// (i) If you eat {* any }  candy, I'll give you ten dollars.
some, - : )

any } candy, I'1l whip yodﬁv

©

(if) If you'eat {

’

>

- —
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-Questions and Requests a

. Marion R. Johnson
- ‘.
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1. Tt.has been suggested by some linguists (e.g. Ross (1970: footnote
19), Gordon and Lakoff (1971)) that pairs of sentences such as (1) and
(2) below are syntactically derived from the same logical stgucturé. .

. « [N

°*

NS . €
{ Where is John? . . . .

(¥) Tell me wheré John is. . ' )
Under such an analysis, both (1) and (2). would be derived from a
structure something like: (REQUEST, I, you (TELIs, you, me, (BE, John,
wHere))).l  In the derivation of (1), the rule deléting the performative
predicate REQUEST would be followed by a rule deleting TELL and N
effetting subject-verb: inversion. - The impgort of such a claim is that
(1) and (2) have the same illocutionary force, (1) being in effect an.
elliptical form of (2). THe purpose of this paper is to show that (1)
and (2).are not equivalent in their structure as speech acts. I will
argue that formal and pragmatic properties require that ge recognize
questions as a distinct category of speech acts, not as-a subcategory

of requests.’ ' ‘

An alternative proposal for analyﬁing the performative structure *
of questions vis-a-vis.requestslis presented An Sadock (1972, 197h).
Sadock rejects the idea ihal the performative predicate ASK can be
reduced te-the complex predicate REQUEST-TELL. He argues that true

P

qnestioné (that is, information-seeking questions) have the illocutionary

force of agking, while what he calls reguestiogg have the separate
illocutionary force of requesting to.tell. Accg;ding to Sadock (1972:
337), 'The.main distinguishing chargcteristiﬁ is that in the re-
question, the speaker is only interested in the act of telling but in
-the true question, the speaker is interested in the content of the |
answer'. Sadock's analysis makes all sentences such as (1) above’
ambiguous between these two posSible illocutionary forces. Howevrer,
I find the evidence for this distinction unconvineing.” A further
godl of this paper, therefore, will be to ’show that intérrogative -
structures in English have unambiguously the illqputionary\force of an
atomic predicate ASK. : : .

To simplify the discussion, I will ignorethe problem of the
'rhetorical question' and its relations to acts of questioning that
are genuine attenipts to elicit informa ion. Example sentences will be
treated as if they belonged to a context which-did not imply their
answer ¥efore the addressee had had a chance to reply. - .
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2. There are two problems in deciding whether the underlying structure
of (1) is the sam€ as that of (2). The first is detérmining whether .
the element TELL is present in the structure of (1), and ;the second is.
de01ding whether REQUEST is an adequate represeptatlon of the 1llo"u- -
‘tionary force of both (1) and (2).- °
The absence of TELL is demonstrated. by the 1mposs1b111ty of S -
. contlnulng (l) with any adverb or adverbial -clause referring to TELL. ° R
Thus, (2a) and (3a) below are unacceptable because of their 'dangllng ,
adverblals » whereas (2b) and (3b) are well formed. o .

.
("}

o

. o Es <
¥ " (2) a. *Where isxJohn tomorrow? - R
b. Tell me where John is tomorrow /Teli me - . v
‘ tomorrow. .. . L
~-~L%) a. *Where is John, so that Mary.will belleve youﬂre - 0 1 ot
smart, >
- b. Tell me where John is, so that Mary w1ll belleve -,
. you're smar . -
In true cases of verb deletlon it is stlli poss1ble for‘adverbs to. v
refer to them. Consider, for example,,(ka) and (Lb). 3 : - '
: A L . =
' () a. John lives to play tennig, and George to sw;m. ‘- Y .

b. John arrived at seven, and George at seven-thirty. ,

.The presence of 'deleted verbs' in the logical structures of (La) and~’/7

(bb) is plausible because these deletions are recoverable. The . RN

proposed deletion im (1) is not. * IR 2D
- Another argumeﬁf'agalnst the presence of TELL in the underlylng a——

structure of (1) concerns the surface verb ask. If ask could be .

decomposed a&»REQUEST-TELL we would expect “that the ne negation: of ask
would have ambiguous 'scope. This is not the case, as (Sa)-(ﬁc) show.
(Sa)‘corresponds in meaning to (5b) alone, and not to (5c).

r)

(5) a. I'm not asking you where John is. .
‘b, I'm not requesting that you tell me where John is. =« .
¢. I'm requesting that you not tell me where John is.

The paraphrase;relatiohs among (5a)-(Sc) indiate that although ask
as a unit can be paraphrased by a constructlon containing reguest-tell
the two c structlons do not have equlvalent internal structure. (

- H —_

“3. The fact that questions and requests do not have the same
1llocutlonary ‘force can be demonstrated in several ways. . First, they
cannot be conjoined by and. (6&5, which contains a question conjoined '
with a request, is i1l formed, although (6b), where both members of
the conjunctlon clearly have the same 1llocut10nary force, is acceptable. B,

[}

t (6) a. ?Where is John), and hand me the phone-book, -
b. Tell me where John is, and hand me the Phone-book.
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Note that when & request is.conjoined 'with an.assertion, as«in
the result is also ill formed. - - ! . .
v ‘}"«, P R o . < \ .
~2n o (6) c. *Tell me whereJohn isy and I met ‘his sister.last
NG ¢ “hight. RS R .
- e A . A - -

- et

In ‘a“¢éonjunction of-this Cty’be, _the, illocutionary force of each member
must be the same. This provides strong evidence that questiofis a&d i
requésts are not,the same category of speech act.” ° .

o Another-reason for considering the foz:ce of asking to be different
from that of requesting concerns’ the distribution of the politeness
marker please. With tequests, pléase is an extremely weak, politeness
device. -Its otcurrence is often so dutomatic and perfunctory that "it .

* need w0t sound odd -or highly sarcastic even with inherently rude L

redl}ests, sgch‘ as 'Shut up, plgase'. The p“e"rfunctorine s of please ,\

gext‘jeridsato“requests o tell, sSo that a sentencejlike TTell me where

John is, please' does not require any special contéxtual f"actsér to make

it apprgpriatg. With a question, howeyer, the dppropriatengss of please: —

is donsiderdbly more restricted. With informg,yiOnJSEeking questisns,
please is relatively strong as a politeness devize, si’gnalli:ng a social
distance (frequently deferen’ti,al) between speal&er and addressee. For

example, 'Wheye is John, please?’' would not be used in conversation
between two close, rien@s, but it might be used by someone initiating.

' i-senversation Witk a Stranger. . Sadock (197k4:121) attributes the use ‘of

_please with questions to the fact that’ 'the asker has no $crsonal, .
*stake in.the response'. But there ‘are many situations in which p¥ease
i$ likely to accompany a question, although it would be absurd to..-
suppose ‘that thel questioner isfeigding disinterest in the answer.
For_ example, one might say to g “salesclerk, 'How mucH does ‘that one -

-

' cost, pleasé?', or 5 a stranger ‘over, the telephone, 'Is so-and-so
“.there, please™, or. to someone at ‘an information bodth, 'Where ig®thet
. ,wash-roomt, please?'. The fac‘iorsi influencing the use of please ’in . -

- these cases sinclude the imper(’sor;ality of the socigl relationship,- the

desire to’ express-a formal gésture'of good ®i1l /Yend the uncertainty

‘him.’ These aspects of Pleas¢ 'will be discised in more detail below.

TR "«’&r;,gf,,the speaker 'gha‘t.,hié‘ﬁﬁdressee will cooperate conversationally with

;« At this point, I want only to qstablish that. the.interpretation of °,
-+ please s qifferentvy{ith quest‘ions than with requests; and that this

. difference” ind.’.fcatés"a difference in the category of speech act. ~- ‘

Since™a major argument for Sadock's que\stiorf/reque‘stion . .
,distinction i:s‘;the "suppased occurrence of please with requesp’ion"s .
but not qﬁegtions, ft should Ye apparent how.bthe foregoihg refutes

such a positions— Two -other arguments from Sadock require somé comment.

Sadock (197k4:122) points out that expressions 1like -in the ¥orld,

"~ in the hell, and so_dn' 'in one common dialect can follow interrogative

s

- pronounts just.in case the speé.ker is interested in the further speci-=
fication of ‘that noun phrase'. "This means that sentences like 'Where
in the world is John?' can be used only as questions and not ag -7
requestions, according to Sgdock's definition of these termg. More-

-

over, in the world.cannot)y co-occur ‘with please, which is said to occur -

only #ith requestions. ) ' <
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I flnd the data n this argument eonfus1ng Sadock seems to be
saying that this use of in the world is distinct from its use to
ihdicate exasperation or related emotions. That is, in thé world
can merely express ouriosity, without. a further connotation of tension
because the speaker feels that his curiosity has been thus far
thwarted. - Even so, there is no problem in the tendency for such
expressions to exclude p;ease, since the expression of a’personal -
feeling of curiosity: is pragmatically 1ncompatible w1th the goal of
distancing.the addressee. These co-occurrence restrictions show that
lexical insertion is sens1t1ve to & wide range of situational
conditions. They do not show that the sentence 'Where in the world
is John" hds a dlfferent illocutionary force from-'Where is John,
please" ) ,
A further argument from Sadock is as follows. He points out
_that\on ‘a quiz show, a\sentence like (Ta)'can be used with the same
force as the question in (7v). ) - '

» .
V!

(7) a. Th1s ungalnly—looklng b1rd is the symbol of,, -

Louisiana.
wﬁu " b. What ungainly-lookirg bird is the symbol of - 5
C Louisiana? . )

. The point of this example is obscure. Obviously, the context of a
quiz 'show supplies am implicit instruction to the ‘addressee to give- -
the name~of the bird,. having heard™(Ja). However, (7a) conveys this .
meanlng in much the same way that an assertion like 'It's cold in
here' 2onveys a request to close the window, given the rlght situational
assumptions% The conveyed meaning depends upon special conditions that
are unrelated to the basic struéture of the speech act. 1In other
words, the 'question' sense of (7a) 1s a perlocutlonary effect not

'a true indirect speech dct. ’

To treturn to the central problem of questlons and requests,

there is-a third reason for considering .these as d1st1nct categorles

. of speech acts. The reason is that many idiomatic meanings attach
themselves to -questions, ‘but not to the corresponding requests to
tell. ‘For axample, in addition to its, literal meaning as a question
about the state of someone's knowledge, . (8a) can convey the embedded
questlon 'Where is John?', or it can COnYFy an offer to tell mbout

< where John 1s,(1 e.-it can initiate a new topic in a conversation).

As -a paraphrase, (8b) corresponds only,to the literal meaning of (8a).
*(8) .a. Do you knou where -John is?‘/ - ’ . ’ -

N b. Tell me if you know where John is.3
Similarly, (9a) can®ask-a question about someone's ability, or it can

convey a request to close the window. (9b) paraphrases only the firsty—

“the literal, meanlng of §9a) . S .

F—

\

4 -

ha X
(9) a. Can you.olose the window? - . N
"Y. Tell me if;you can close the window.

-
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" I (8a) and (9a) were derived from the same source as (8b) and.(9b)
. " “respectively, it-would be necessary to saj that the idiomatic meanings
: . enter in the course of the derivation, after the application of the
) rule deleting tell. Obviously, this is unacceptable, because it
' would meah that the meaning of an utterance, including its illocu-
tionary forcey is not fully - represented in its deep structure.
‘ _ Alternatively, the rule deleting tell could be constrained to apply
- ,K/ obligatorily in the presence of certain idiomatic meanings. , This.
/;f golution provides nothing more than an ad hoc label for an unsolved
.. . <} .. problem. -Regcognizing.t it lquestions have an i1locutiona , force_of-
S their .own seems to me tﬁgfﬁgéé?%?ﬁ-‘sr\ First stap toward actolnting For »H-
\ the possible<il;ocu§ionary exténsions of their use, extensions which . °
. “do not apply to paraphrases beginning 'Tell me...'. :

”

\

4. Without presuming to‘give a complete or philosophical account of

) questions, I would like to add here a few comments on the structure

" . ' of questions .as a.speech act type; and how they differ systematically
from requests.” Thése comments should point, in turn, toward an explana-
tion of the formal differences which have Jjust been described.

_The crucial difference between quéstions and requests lies in a
rather~«obvious fact,namely, & request mentions ezplicitlx(what action
the speaker intends as an appropriate response to his speech act, .
whereas a questign conveys implicitly what constitutes the appropriate

hext move by the addressee. This means that the range of responsé '

types that can be elicited by a requesf~is indefinitely large, but the
range of response types to questions'is quite small and inflexible.
A request can directly elicit virtudlly any action describable by

N

>

- . language, including various kinds of speech-acts. A question, however,gig.

directly elicits only its answer, which most often will *be dn act of
asserting, although it can also be an act of showing (for example,-
pointing a finger). . . ’

The flexibility of request structures shows up, for example, in » _
the possibility of embedding a requesf for some action within a request
to pursue some larger goal, to which the action is instrumental. For
example, (10) is primarily a request to let the speaker die happy, -

.. y - (10) ' Tell me where John is so that. I can-die happy.
- . : . r ., * T *
- . | . .
- and only secondgrily (or *rather, instrgmentally),‘a request to tell
. 1. something. On ‘the other hand, it is_possible to mgke a primary request
° S, to°tell, while mentioning in addition the best possible means, as in. »
(11)4—‘- ~\ ¢ . . ,‘ . , e
. > (11) Tell me where John is, by wriggling your ears in his
LT <. direction.- oo °
o (¢f.: Wriggle your ears in John's direction, so that
-t 1'11 know where he is.) ° .
. . ¢ ~ . . ~
None' of thig flexibility is avajlable within the‘spructhre of a guestion,
as the unacceptable-sentences below show. ~ . . L

-
> . - . A~

4 Y

- , (10) a. *Where is John, so.that I can die happy? 7
" ' (11) a. *Where is John, by wriggling your ears in his,
. direction? -.

- /
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" reject time adverbials, but.requests do not., For example,
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It is not possible to add to the instructions implicitly attached to
& questlon within the structure of the question itself. A Fequest,

in contrast, is not circumscribed by any set of appropriate responses
that are understood prior to the act of requesting itself. .
' Another way in which this difference shows up .is that questions

@ " (12) Five minutes. from ngﬁ, tell ‘me where John is
a. *Five minutes from now, where is John? -
(13) After I wash.the dishes,: tell ‘me-where John is,
A \ a. ¥After I wash thefdishesg where is John?

The réspomse to a request may be explicitly deferred the Sp::ier,,
because there is no standardized expeétation concerning appropriate
time lapse between uptake of the request and action-in response—to it., ..
sIn -fact, no. such standardized expectatlon ‘based upon the speech act
is possible, because the approprlate time lapse will depend strlﬁtly
on the content of the request. In most’ conversational settings,
however, the answer to a guestion is expected immedlately follow1ng
uptake. 1In fact, answerlng is the normal s1gn of uptake; any response
other than something that consfltutes 'an answer' is a conversational
non sequiter. If a speaker intends the answer to be deferred, he must
explain this intention in an additional sentence. Otherwise, he will -
tm:%nderstood as expecting some sort of reply as soon as his questlon
has been asked. ,

A further difference between questions and requests is that there ’

is a distinct set of rules concerning when it is perm1ss1ble to make a . -

.request, .who may meke one, which request ~form 1is appropriate to a :
given situation, and so on; but the rules concernlng wheg to ask a .
question are simply the rules concerning when to engage in conversation,
As long as someone is willing to engage in cooperative conversation,

- then it w11} be understood that he is prepared to ask and answer
quest1ons.5 Pleasa is used with questions precisely when this w1111ng-.
ness to cooperate conversationally'is in doubt<-for example, when
initiating a conversation with a stranger. . Pleése shows that the
speaker doés not intend to impose his attention on the addressee
without his conSent. As soon as a conversational rapport has been
established, please becomes superfluous and its presence -can only -
imply a lack of confidence in the -other's good faith.

In contrast to this, please is always &ppropriate with requests,
because it is never understood on general converSational principles
that the addrgssee will comply. There is always an 1mp1%01t option
withkin the structure of requesting to accept or decline. This shows,

_‘up in*the fact that in reply to a request like 'Tell me where John

- is', all of the following are possible: LYes (Fwill)', '0.K.', "All
right', 'No', 'Never'., _These particles Fefer to the speaker' s
willingness to comply. The corrésponding sequences vwith a questlon,
ho@éver, are nonsensical. For example:- *TWhere is John? Never.'. .
~Thus, yes and no have'a potent1a1 ambiguity-with requests which does
" not exist with qu questions. .In-reply to.the request, 'Tell me if John

. is in_Halifax' yes'or no can mean either 'Yes, I will', 'No, I won e,

-

<
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or. 'Yes, he is', 'No, he isn't', respectively. This ambiguity does:

- not exist in reply to the question 'Is John in Halifax?'. Yes and no
in this case can only méan 'Yes; he is' and 'No, he isn't',
respectively. i ) - '

5. In conclusion, I have argued in this paper that we must recognize
questiohs‘and requests as distinct classes of speech acts. The
syntactic evidence for this distinction-centers on thé absence of a
verbal predicate tell in the 1ogical structure of questions, to which
adverbs can refer; the impossibility of conjoining”fﬁquests with
questions; the specialized distribution of please with questions; and
the existence of idioﬂatic'heénings‘attached o questions, but nbt to
the corresponding requests to tell. The question/request distinction
is confirmed by the e§istenge of general rules of conversation which
.govern (%mplicitly) the appropriate respopses to_questions, but not
requests. “Asking a question is different from making a request because

' the pattern of the interaction is understood independently of its N
content, and thé basic pattern is correspondingly less flexible.

E

—

3 L}
Footnotes

l5uch a representation would be assigned b;>supp6rters of the
'performative analysis'. This paper is not necessarily intended Yo.
. support that theoretical view. What is at issue is whether questions
" constitute a distinct illocutionary class,-.or merely a subclass of
requests. The further question concerning how information about the
illocutionary force of & senténce is to be represented will not be
touched upon here. i

: 3
" 2These meanings are pointed out in Gordonm and Lakoff (1971)?5{‘

3For (8b) to correspond in meahing to (8a), the if-clause of
(8b) must be interpreted as. the nominalized complement of tell, not
as an adverbial clause. . " N

.
—c——

. Y1Most conversational settings' is intended to exclude fundamental
,/%ggggiggs like 'Will you marry me?', where it may be understood in
“'Ahe context that the addressee is allowed to think about his response.
. 5My notion of 'conversational cooperation' is, of course, that
presented in Grice (197h). » .
Questicns whose content violates ciltural taboos (g.g. 'How old

_are you?') are obviously still excluded. .The same-constraint will

hold for assertions, so that this fag¥ is not related to the intrinsic
structure”of questioning. ’

v«

¢ - 4
ﬁOrders are‘a special type of réquest characterized by the
absence of this option. [Evén an order, however, invites the reply,
'Yeg, Sir' or 'Yes, ma'm', confirming the addressee's acceptance of the
order, ' Wnat is special,about orders is the speaker and addressee's
mutual realization“that the reply 'No, sir' or 'No, ma'm', is soecjally
unacceptable (i.g.,not_a geniine 6gtion). ~ T (et
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. properly or improperly performed. For example, if someone says,

Marion R. Johnson. . - -

A pervasive feature of Canadian English, at least in many regions

of Canada, is the use of the interrogative ticle eh as a tag on
sentences like, 'Nice weather, eh?' or 'So ggi)re a Canadianj eh?'.

~Judging by my own dialect (Southern Ontario), this particle is largely

restricted to an informal speaking style, but there its preésence is .
almost compulsive. In this paper, I want to comment on the functions
of this particle in conversation, and the distributional restraints on
it which derive from these functions. ‘ )

At first sight, it would seem that eh i$ merely a typical :
expression of the Canadian's familiar lack of self-tonfidence and self-
esteem. However, some months of observation have convinced me that

' friendliness, rather than uncertainty, is the basic emotion conveyed

through this particle. My conclusion is based partly on the fact that
the friendlier a conversation is, apd the more a conversation aims at
_expressing group solidarity, the more eh seems to crop up. In these
situations, people generally have no reason to feel insecure about. thgir
acceptance (they are, after all’, 'at home'), but théy do have reason to
seek mutual reaffirmation of their friendly feelings. = This need can
be an expression of personal insecurity, but more often it involves
plain old ‘folksiness. - ' - - VN

To 'understand how Sg_conveys this friendly, folksy manner, it is
necessary to consider ifs use in relation to the various kinds: of speech

" acts performed by the sentences in whtch(it occurs. The current

linguistic notion of a speech act derives from the philosopﬁy of J. L.
Ausﬁin.l Austin showed that languages provide means not only for meking
assertions about the world that are true or false, but also for per-
forming various kinds of actions which are not true or false, but rather
'T
promise te loan you my car tomorrow night', he is not making a statement
about e promise.but is making. the promise itself. That is, by the mere .
saying of a few appropriate words, it is possible to execute a wide )
‘variety of actions (or. speech acts), including thinking, apologizing,
marrying, requesting, ‘commanding, congratulating, and so on. T
~Suppose now that somfone said, 'I promise to loan you my car', but
that person was known not to possess a car. His statement cannot be’
called false, but there is clearly something drastically wrong with it.
A basic condition on valid-promising is that a person is capable -of
doing what he- promises to do, and in the cgse‘described,‘this is clearly
not possible. - The act of promising is therefore void, because a '
" condition on its correct performance has been violated. Every speech . -
act has associated with it & set of such conditions which must be met
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in order for the speech act to be validly, or, to use the technical
SLerm, felicitouélx performed. For example, a speaker can only be
.said to have made a promise to 'do X if that person cdn do X, intends
to do X, and knows (or strongly believes) that the addressee.wants him
to do X. An example of Bn infelicitous promise was given above. .
Another infelicitous speech act would be saying, 'I congratulate you',
to someone who has not recently dlstlngulshed himself by any accom-
plishment in life. ° -
Although some speech acts are conveyed by ei$11c1t performative
verbs such as promise, congratulate, apologize, and"so on, it more
T often happens that an act is conveyed without exp11c1tly mentioning ¢
what the act is. For example, if someone ways, 'Why not move to ‘
VancouverVK, he has made a suggestion, even though he“has not begun by
saying, 'I suggest that..'. This is abasic fact about language’, which
turns out to be crucial in understanding how and why a particle such
as eh works. Very often in human language, a speaker does not make
his intentions fully explicit, but lets the situation, the tone of voice,
and so on indicate much of what he wants to convey. Imperatives, for
example, constjtute a class of utterances within whlch there is a*wide’
- range of variation, according to the context in which they occur.
For example, the sentence, 'Wash the dishes' can express a high-handed
" command or a reasonably polite request, depending upon the relations '

between speaker and addressee, ‘the style of delivery, and so on. We’ L

. could say that 'Wash the dishes' is-pragmatically ambiguous, because
we do not know whether it conveys a command or a request until we know
the’ context in which it was uttered. 2

u ~Suppose the imperdtive senﬁence had’ been,. "Wash the dishés, eh?'.

' Thls reyised version could no longer convey a command, because it .
sélicits the addressee's point of view., It .is a basic condition on ~
requesting that the addressee’is offered the option of declimémmi~whereas

- when a command is given, obedience is expected regardless of the
addressee's preferences. Eh questions whether conditions .were right
for tHe addressee to comply with the foreg01ng speech act, and such a
' - questlon is compatible 'only with an act of requesting and not commandlng.
There are quite a number of other ways of showing in English that -
you are making a request rather than giving a*command... For example}
you can ask’a questlon which implies a request, without directly statlng.
it.3 ' Some questivn forms are so commonly used-in this way that they can
bé automatlcally recognized as* request’s, -and the politeness markex
please can be used with them. For example, 'Can you (please) Wash the
dishes?', 'Would you (please) wash the dishes?', 'Will you (please)
Qwash the dishes?', and so.on. These forms differ only stylistically
- from the sentence, 'Wash the dishes, eh?', but not in terms Of “the Speech
. act performed. That .is, the request with eh is a more simple and direct
L - loc¢ution, which makes it suitable’to the most informal level of style.
. The great advantage of using eh to disambiguate requests from commands
+* is that it allows thé Speaker to accomplish this goal swithout- resortlng‘u
. to & more elaborate conversational device than a simple infperative form.
" My general claim concerning the function of eh, then, is that it
questions whether the.conditions were right for the felicious performance
. . » g
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of the speech aé¢t which it tags. Eh indicates that the situational
assumptions associated with a particular speech act are weak and
subject to evaluation by the addressee. Speech acts requiring strong
situational assumptions cannot tolerate the Use of eh, because the

act itself is vitiated by such a conversational move. In order to use
certain 'strong' Speech acts, a speaker must be certain that the
situatibn is right for them. For example, a person cannot give a,
command unless he knows that he has authority over his addgessee and
that the addressee is obliged to comply. ' To question thigmset of
assumptions is to destroy the act of “commanding. An army sergeant would
never say, 'Forward, march, eh?'.

Looked at from a somewhat different ﬁng}e,’EQ.is compatible with .,
every broad categqry of speech act typessy' but it is only compatible
with certain subtypes within each category. Thesé subtypes are them-
selves a natural class (of 'speech acts), since they are the class of
actions which can be felicitously performed even when the speaker is
uncertain whether all conditions have been ideally met. (It is possible,
'for example, to venture a request even when you are ndbt certain that
the addressee*will bé!able or willing to comply.) The presence of eh
. signals that the speaker is making only weak assumptions about the
possibility of the addressee's compliance. Eh leaves the door open
for a different point of view to be expressed, and does so without
resorting to a more complex(gizice which might elevate and formalize
the tone of a conversation u scessarily.

We have seen how eh can distinguish a request from a command.

This particle also distinguishes offers from promises,5 and imperiodé
suggestions from nonimperious ones.  Promises differ from offers in’

the speaker's confident assumption that his addressee wants the thing
that is being promised. When~s6mque makes an offer, however, he does
not presume to know his addressee's desires, but léaves, opén the option
of declining if it turns out that his offer is not- accept R
sentence such as '@'ll cook supper' can express a promise or an offer,
depending on the situation, but 'T1'11 cook supper, eh?' can only be.an
offér. . .

Similarly, 'Let's climb the CN Tower' .could be an imperjous
suggestion that anticipates no-objections, but the corresponding “ﬁ;&
sentence, 'Let's cligb the CN Tower, eh?, explicitly solicits the ~
addressee's opinion.” The assumption.that goes along with making a
suggestion (at least, making a friendly one) is that the content.of
the suggestion expresses a worthwhile project which the ‘addressee will
‘1ike but is free to reject. Obviously, this .4ssumption can be held
quite tentatively without preventing a suggeé%ion from actually being
made. By questioning. whether it does hold, the speaker thus makes it

.cléar that tie does not intend to impose his views aggressively, afnd’.
. this makes his suggestion a friendlier action. K
. The use of eh with questions is, to a 1inguist, . surprising

fact, sinte other interrogative tags are barred from this environment.
For example, it is impbssible to say, 'Where did he go, o.k.?', or
'Where did he go, didn't he?', but many Canadians will say things
like. 'Where did he go, eh?'. However, if my analysis of the function
-of gﬁfis correct, this is & natural extension of .its use. 'When*ipmeone
asks a question, he is assuming (at least) that his addressee knows the
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~this by tagging his assertion with eh.

] _ question at all.
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answer and that he will be willing to give it. Again, these assumptions
can be held in g weak form without meking it impossible tp ask a
In fact,, it isefriendlier to indicate that they are
" only tentative assumptions, $ince this leaves the addressee the option
of decllnlng to answer without feeling that he has affronted some
standing claim on his good will.
.- Barlier in this paper, I drewJa distinction between sentences-.
used to perform various kinds of actigns, and-sentences which express
true or false propositions about bhe world. Actually, the latter type
of sentence ‘can also be viewed as performing & kind of speech act--
nemely, an.act of asserting. There are a great many subtypes within
the chtegory of assertions. These: inelude acts of informing, reminding,
secusing, warning, announcing, hinting, explaining, and so on. Again,
we find that eh.is compatible only with those acts of asserting that
are consistent with weak sithational assumptions. The relevant assump-
tions in this category are, first, whether the sdgaker knows that what
he is saying is true, and seeond, whether the addressee knows what the
speaker knows before it is asserted to him. If’one or both of thése
conditions fails, the speeker has not accompllshed an act of informing.
= For example% yo¥ cannot inform soneone of the score of a hockey game
by saying, 'Leafs 3, Bruins 0, eh?', becéuse eh signals to the listener
that you might be wrong, so he dﬁn't believe that the score was what
you said it was on the strength of your assertion.
Direct compliments, insults, and accusations are all strong forms
of assertlons, because they do not allow a speaker to be uncertsain
" about his facts and defer’ to the addressee's judgment on them@ It is
no ‘compliment to say to someone,, "You're the sexiest -man in the room,.
eh”' because the assertion invites the addressee to show How egotistical
he is by, agreeing. Similarly, to insult someone by 'saying; 'You're a.
réal stlnker, ehq', is a much diluted insult, betause it leaves the
door open for d1scuss1on T A sentence such as 'You stole.my Maple
Leaf .pin, eh?', is likewisge a very week ‘accusation, ‘becduse if the'’
speaker is sincerely aecus1ng, he must be convinced thdt his claim is -
true, although the addressee is not likely to want to /admit it.
accusation merely encourages denial, which is opp081te to the intent °
of the' accusation. . ‘
Other types of assertions do not require such strong 31tuat10nal
assumptions in order to be carried off successfully For example, an
adsertion may be intendedsonly to remind an addressee about Somethlng
he already xnows, or to advance some hypothesis which the speaker only
tentatlvely believes and which the addressee is capable of evaluatlng
For example, it is often’ worthwhile to warn someone about some -
,difficulty which he is already aware of, as a means of reinforcing his
awareness. But at the same time, the'pe;SOn might take offense if he
feels that he is being 'informed' of somethlng that he™ already knows, ‘\
as if he had been too slow to grasp it prev1ously Therefore, it is
diplomatic for'a speaker to make exp1101t qhat he realizes that he is
recalling shared information; not -stating something new. He,can do
Here, eh invites the addressee
to evaluate whether the content of the warning was true, whether it
pointed to a real danger, and so on. Eh indicates that the speaker
believes sthat the addressee I's in an equal position to make these’ ]
klnds of Judgments. . s =
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’ Another very common use oF eh is to teg expressions of & °
personal opinion, such as ‘'Nice weather, eh?', 'That was & great
S ! concert, eh?', or 'What<q‘goréeous Mountie, eh?'. 1In this casey; the
‘épgaker expresses his opinion along with the expectation that it
ST . will turn out to be shared By the addréssee, but:.he ds not presénting
; T some fact about the world which the addbessee ought to believe. 'This
- ’ "' use of eh requires that the addressee be in a position t6 “form his own . .
o : opinion_ﬁh‘the topie, before hearing someoneelse's. -You don't say
'What a gor jeous’ Mountie, 'eh?', to someorié who can't see the Mountie
_for himseif. - = ° o B, L
. Eh can solicit confirmation of facts as well -as Qpinions, if & °
~ speaker is uncertain abdut them and is deferring.to the superior know-
-\ » ledge of his addressee. For example, someone migﬁf\sa&; '"The meeting
. _begins at-4 o'clock, eh?'. This differs from a regular question by the
. -, fact that the speaker indicates that\he tentatively believes what he
has asserted (questions convey no such informastion), but is prepared
to .revige his beliefs if corrected by his addressee. This is a some-
—_— what different situation from soliciting qonfirmation of *an opinion.’ '
In the latter case, you are inpggésted in knowing if the other person

a

¢ i - agrees, but if he doesn't, you may still keep to your own ideas.
- . One frequent use of eh in onversation is to get confirmation of
\\\*;, o shared belief, before drawing some further inference from it. - For .
" -,example, 'He's'a very old mdn, eh?. * So you cen't expeét him €6 do .
\ . everything for himself'. This’is a very useful device, because it i
- draws the listeneér at least to{the- halfway mark in an argument, before
b springing what the speakef sees as‘tﬁe logical conclusion. ~ Eh can -
also be used strategically’in conversation to slip in some point of
. view advantageous to the speaker, as if it were already shared kqulgdge
. ) between speaker and addressee . ™-For example, someone’'might say, 'There
- was nothing more I could do under. the circumstances, €h?'. Since the
) . use of eh is so automatic among many Canadians, no overt reply 'is ’ <
usually given or expected. Phus , _the.person who hears the above
’sentence is force® to choose between saying nothing (which indicates
. assent) or breaking the flow of conversation by openly dissenting,
. something people are generally unwilling to do withoutyq strong motiva- -
* bion.: - . .
‘. . Some Canadians extend these uses of eh so liberally in their
. i « narrative style, that virtually every sentence in-a story is treated
Ao .o adif it were shared information and the addressee need” only keep up :
. *with the logical development of the piece., An examplelof such a -
-t ~ description: 'He's holding on'to a firehose, eh? The thing is
B . jumping all over the place, eh, and he can: hardly hold onto it, eh?
AL R Well, he finally loses control of it, eh,.and the water Knocks down -
e -half a dozen bystenders.' (quoted by Avis 1972 103; source not given.
. . As Avis points out,:in this context, eh frequently has -a level rather”
. . "' . than rising intonation). Thisssarrative technique provides gt least
one .example of the hyperdefensive use; of eh, because the speaker here
R _seems to be anticipating at every turn a challenge “to the accuracy or
5 : - plausibility of .his story, even from people-who gfe not in a position
to do so with much authority. | . T . ’ 1
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To summarize what I have said with respect ‘to eh w1th assertions.
the use of eh in this category of speech acts serves s to distinguish
those assertions whose content is'informational from those whose
cohitent is' assumed to be shared knowledge,!subject to revision by
“the addressee. This is consistent with other uses of eh, sipce' -
aSsertions which are acts of informing are simply those e with strong
situational assumptions which cannot be questioned witHout voiding- . .
the act altogether, ~ This analysis is also consistent with the basic -
friendliness of eh, because its presence avoids giving the impression . -
that one is '1nform1ng' somevne of something vhich, given the tobal
situation, he ought to have known. , -
.The general conversational function of eh, therefore, is to .
* question the situational assumptions ass001ated with different speech
acts, thereby showing that these assumptions are~held in a weak rather .
than & strong form. In this way, a speaker can avoid an’ attitude of °
officiousness and at the same time avoid unfriendly formality This
interpratation of eh fits well with Canadians' general conception of
themselves as a rather ca tious, rather retiring,-but basically good- ’ ,
hearted nation. We are notN\afraid to form and express our own point of
view, we Just don't like to Rree it too much on ‘other people., ¢
Eh? . )

»

, . -Footnotes

¥pronounced Le:J, with rising intonation. ., This paPer has been
slanted toward arnon-teChnical Cédnadian - audience.

I would like to thank the many relat%vés, friends, and passengers .
on the Toronto subway who supplied me w1th 1nvaluable data for this -t
study. - had lka* ’
~ . Avis.(1972) discusses the distribution of eh in British, Canadian
and American -English., He ‘points out that Eﬁl is no Canadianism--for
it did not originate in Canada and is not peculiar to the‘English
spoken in Canada. Indeed, 'eh appears to be "{n general use wherever . )
Engtish speakers hang their hats, and in one form or-anqkher it has | _ ’
Jbeen in general .use for centuries’. On the other hand, there.can be no ’
doubt that eh? has a remarkably high incidence in ‘the ‘conversation of o
many Canadians these days. Moreover, it seefis certain that in Canada . .
eh? has gained such irecognition among Canadi that it is used ’ '
COnsbiously and frequengiy by newspapermen-gnd \others in informal
articles and reports (see footnote 19) and &ttr buted freely in reported
tes, professors,
and politicians' (Avis 1972, 95) ’ . 4 Lot
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' What follows. is a capsule statement of Austin's theory of speech = ..
acts, and, as such, tends ito 0verSlmp1ification. For a full discuss1on -

°see Austin 1962. A . . ' -
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2An example of a semantlcallx ambiguous sentence would be ‘'Flying
planes can be dangerous'. This ‘sentence can have two quite different
meanings in two different contexts, but constitutds an act of assertlng
.in either case. . e :
3There has_ been extensive disclission of this phenomenon in recent
linguistic literature. See, for example, Gordon and Lakoff (1971),
Heringer (1971)% Sadock (197k). . .

hOne class of speech acts whlch permanently excludes eh is the
,‘class of OfflClaI pronouncements and declarations’. No one “would ever
,serlously say, 'l pronounce you man and wife, eh?'.. There are several
cledr reasons for this. First and foremost, it is néver appropriate
in ritual situations of an official capacity to ‘express.uncertainty
that the felicity condltlons on the relevant speech acts have been
- ,,fulfllled. Normally, very exact'speciflcatlons are set ‘out concernings
what counts as a pronouncement Jmlaculture, and these are institution-
" ally upheld. Secondly, partlcles such as eh are features of an informal
speéaking: style; they serve 'to mediaté,human relatlons at a hlghly
- personalized level.’ Offi¢ial pronouncements are restricted to very,
formal styles, 1p whlch language .and relationships are highly ritualized.
. Thirdly, official pronounbements in general'contaLn explicit performs-
" tive verbs ('I’dub thee...', I baptize thee...', 'I crown thee...'), and

", eh never occurs “with explicit performatives, even in an 1nformal style.*;\\ﬁ

. No one says,"I offed to go first, eh?' or 'I suggest we léave, eh??;
One reason is that eh performs no useful function once the performa*
tive verb has beeghnamed. ‘A deeper reason is the “Faet &hat in u51ng

_ an explicit ‘p rformatlve, a speaker is not only performlng 3 partlcular
“lact (whose fe 101ty conditiens are questloned by eh) but also )
mentlonlng'that "he is pérforming the acfﬂ The Jpresence of eh in these
sentences questlons not only whether the ‘act was such that the .
addressee will comply, but also whether the act has ‘begn performed
at/all. Cleariy -1t does not make sense to mentlon that you are
performlng an actlon, and’ at the same time ask if you have performed it.

~ ¢ - . &
e SThe unlty of offers’ -ghd promises’ as & class of speech acts is.
'“disoussed 1anoss (1970) . R

S

“ .
o Z\ ! ’ -
6When discusstng * polite " and '1mpollte' speech -forms, there v

tlé always the compllqation bhat'people may.use‘polite forms without
meanlng them sincerely, Thus, it is qulte possible to say—)Let'

clxﬂb the CN Tower, gh?' ‘in a bullying mafiner, just as it is possible
,to say please with a rude request, Like’”Shut up, please" In these

gses, addlﬁional situational factors overr1de~the 'politeness' of :
W at has neverﬁheless orlglnated aq\a polrteness dev1ce in the 1anguage

S

- -

0
) 7More obl;que insults might mgke effectlve use of eh by 1mply1ng
that. vhat rs“belng ass;rted should already be shared inowledge. But
“in general _diredt 1nsults are mere%y weakened by this partlcle,
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* 0. Introduction v S

Language ‘when viewed as a system of comnunication betweén people,
is used for many purposes. We all use language every day to 1nform,
make re requests; ask questions, give direction or instruction, and for
much e}se. Much research has been conducted into the specific

- sgntactie correlates of the speech acts that speakers perform (see
Sadock 19Th for 8 googd sammary and theoretical views on speech acts).
This is an exciting 'field of-study, and it has greatly expanded the
domain Qf 11ngu1stlc research. But while many syntactic, processes

- and coristructions have been shown to correlate w1th.so—called speech

act types, ‘e.g., reque§t, pronlse, suggestion, the speech act of
informing or.stating has received less attention, probably because
most sentences uttered by spgakers$ are informative statements.

Stralghtforward stating of information is the unmarked mode of .

communicgtlon' I define an informative statement as one that °

expressed a propogition in the logical sense with the 1llocutlonary
force of a statement, for which, according to Bearie’ (1969), the
speaker has evidence (reasoSB, ete. ) for théetruth of his statement

v

Y

e

o the speaker believes his statement, and it is not obvious.to both the-,

speaker and hearer thet the hearer knows the proposition, expressed by
the statement. ] ’
But beyond the fact that it 'is performed more often, the act of
informing is of special interest from another point of view. This is
" that an act of informing may take"ﬁiace over a number of senterces.
While a spgaker or writefr performs &n act of_informimg or stating
with each felicitously uttei'd or 'written informative statement, he
typically does not perform such an act "out of the blue."  For example,
a’ speaker may perform an~act of 1nform1ng in respohse to a questlon.
Or, a speaker or writer may perform a series of acts,of informing.
In answerlng'a question, a gpeaker whoal° behaving ratlonally may not,
by his* answer express any random proposition, but yather one_that
'provides the information requested by his interloc tor. Slmilafly,
a speaker wlg, performs a sequential series of actsﬁ%i 1nform1ng does "
not in general express random propositions. The sentences produced
are related’ to one another. : . \ ~ .

- j . The4im of this thesis, then, is “to investigate s me of the .

syntactic correlates of the relationships that hold between séntences, -
. and to suggest how 11ngulstlc theory might account for those correlates.
In Sectyion 1, I.briefly discuss some bf the historical antecedenté,'
leading to this study, primarily the Prague School view of- syntactic
theory. I present in Seétion 2 a review of Kuno's (1972) article
""Functional Sentence Perspective", which serves as the Ausgangspunkt .

o



‘domgin of this study. In Séctigggh, present a number of examples

‘contains a summary of my claims and a prospectus for future
.{nvestigation into sentences,in context.” " ' .. -

- properties of”Slavic languages. These languages, which have a good .

-~
for this study. Seqtion 3 contains definiTion of discourse, the

of sentence$ in contextyy gue that their structures may be
atcounted for by proposifpig thattﬁentence elements in & discourse
possess a §;operty that I call fopicality, a high degree of which
property, I claim, is the £act£} that determines whether certain
pronominalization procegses may take place. A discussion of how a °
sentence element may gain.tépicality is also included. Section 5

Finaily’here, I want to make an important point about the data !
used in this investigatiom. From the standpoint of syntax, almost
all sentences that are examined are grammatical in isolation. When
they are put into the context of other sentences, we will be dealing
witH a different kind of 'grammaticality' that might best be termed
discourse sappropriateness.. Thus, asterisks .and question marks are — '
used herein to designate inappropriate discourses, or sentences
that are inappropriate within a spec¢ific discourse environment.
Unless specifically noted, all marks of grammaticality judgments are

to be interpreted in this way. - .

1. - Sentences and Context . : .

The sentence has been the object of study in transformational
generative grammar sin homsky 195%. Until recently, most generative
grammarians have.been concerned with the syntactic.processes which
take place under an-analysis of the node S. And, ‘indeed, a great .
ﬁany syntactic processes or transformations- have been discovered

’

since 1957, . * ' -
While English was.the pbject of study of most of the early

research using transformational “theory, linguists of the Prague
School (headed by Vilém MathesHds) investigated the syntactic -

deal of case marking, were folnd to have more freedom of word order
than languages like English. It was noted, however, that within
discourses the order of elements in a sentence appeared to be con-
strained. Thus scholars theorized that the normal or unmarked word
order of a sentence in the context of other sentences followed (in
these languagés) not an order based on the grammstical relations

- between the el ments of the sénteqce, but rather an order whereby

elements that are known procede-elements that are neéw. According to
the theory of functional .sentence perspective, then, if a sequence

of sentences is considered as the'coqpqnfcation of information, then.

the normal word-order of a sentence is old informatibn fifgfg then .
new information, where old information means those elements ment ioned
in preceding sentences. )

In comparing translations of Czech and English literature, it
was found that certain correlations obtained, e.g., that an English
passive.sentence was often translated by a Czech OSV sentence and -
that a Czech OSU sentence was often translated by -an English passive.
Remembering that in Czech an initjal word will be old information,
Mathesius was led to the concludion that English, too, had a basic
word order based on information distribution. However, for an English

N .. . + . .
- . o,
n“




*constructlons or transformatlons in Engllsh be contextually condi-
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sentence to achieve a normal: information distribution, changes in . ‘ .
grammaticll relations as.well as word,order.must take place, due to
the grammatical principles of English. Firbas (1964, 1966, 1971) . ' .
has written at length on the interaction of this basic distributiop //
of 1nformat10n and the syntactlc constraints on word order in
English.. The approach Firbas has taken has been ba31cally a

descriptive one. : -

Given these observ&tlons, and given the fact that 1ﬁ\§§§ use of
language, sentences are typically uttered or written in tiN ontext *
of other sentences, a proper question to be asked is: can sentence

* tioned? The answer to this question is, I believe, indisputably

affirmative. To prove this, one need only select at random sentences
from a book, a speech, or a transcribed conversation, then apply at
random any subset of the épplicable optional transformations to 'the

|
- & . |
- deep structure of, one sentence ‘and read the°resultant sentence in |, ., .

“account for the oddness of certain seqhences Sf. sentences, .

‘expand the range of data Kuno investigates and propose what I believe

.factors of and constraints on certain syntactlc constructions and

the context of tHd unchanged surrounding sentences. The result, -+ °
much more oftep than.not, will bé not an ungrammatical séntence (as )
transformatlonq do not produce ungrammatical sentences), but a felt .

“inappropriafenéss of the sequence. Assuming that transformations

maintain the propositional content of the original semantic structure,
i, €., they do not change meaning, some othér factor or factors must

Kuno (1972), adopting some of Firbas' ﬂotlons and adding some
of his own, investigates some of these contextual factors. In this

thesis, .I w1l irst review some of Kuno's observations. I will then

to be a proper approach for the study of the contextual conditioning

transformatlons. . R : S % T
2. Kuno's Position and Criticisms . L ) - k\ ¢
2.1. Kuno's Functional Sentence Perspective ' - ,
Kuno (1972:297) argues’ that: , _ N o .

L)

...glven approprlate contexts, that sentences such as
- N . l
(6-1) Alexander kissed Mary. |
. t L ) ' ) -
. can represent any-of the following fowr meanings .

. (6-2) a. :[themel: 'Speaking of Alexander, he' kissed ~
. Mary!' o o ~ : W s

- b. Ccontrastl: 'As foy Alexander, he kissed
Mary' as in AlexXander kissed Mary, but Bill

didn't. .
. , €. Eexhaustlve llstlngj 'It was "AleXander who .
: . kissed Mary' as in Who kissed Mary? (Only) .
- ' - Alexender kissed Mary. ™ -

d. *Crneutral descriptiondy " 'It happened that
Alexander kissed Mary'-as i What happened . .. . .
next? Alexander klssed Mary.
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o E - Sentences of neutral description, according.to Kuno, contain §
— . only new information. 'New information' doeg not refer only to words g
! or phrases mentioned for the first time. Lexical items may, be

anaphoric (previously mentioned), and yet convey new information ify
', ..the semantic relations of the [sentence element] with respect to
the rest of the sentence is new.' (272, fn. 5). Neutral description

L i sentences typically follow-expressions like Oh look!, What happened i
. - next?, as in (1) and (2): . ‘
; .o {1) What happened then?  Aléxander kissed Mary. " (K6-4b)L

(2) Oh, look! Alexander is running.‘ (K6-5b)

-

)” Thematic sentences, on the other band,~contain old, predictable
information. Thus, sentences identicaI to the second sentences in. (1) .«
and .(2) may have a thematic interpretation in.a context in which an

. element ispredictable, as in (3) and (L):

. ' " (3) What did Alexander do? Alexander kissed Mary. (K6-ka)

8

. o (4) Vnhat is Alexander dojng? Alexander is running. (K6-5a)

The importance of the distinction between theme and neutral
description is that, according to Kuno, certain sentence constructions
. " may,have only one or the other interpretation. For example, a thematic
segggéce;the subject of which is the theme of Ahe sén&ence, or 'what
the sentence is about', allows.left dislocation of the subject, e.g. (5):
: ~ (5) a. John is-a gehius. ¢ T > '
- ’ ' " .%. Joht, he's a genius. (K6-T)
. ‘o

. "
»
° A »

. . . 1
HOWever,‘iagpeutral description contexts, such dislocation is not-
©  allqved, e.g., (6): ‘ '

N\

- Lo - ? *(6) a. Oh, look! sJohn is running. :\ oL
* B. Oh, look! *John, he is unning. (K6-9) .o

- a — - -
~ -~ ] .

Note that ih this context, evep_fhopgh the identity of John is knoyn-- *
' John may be andphoric or "up" in the minds of-the speakers--the’ :
. - relatiodship of John to -the sentence and to the preceding sentence is

. . . new. , . . v .
S Certain other,boqstructions, according to Kyéo, will not allow a
” ‘ . »thgmatié dnterprgfhtidn.pf'thgég SEB;ee%S{~fOi ixample: ’ .

IS -

. % (7) -@% [There-was John} * (4499 ciandin
. < There he was

- h t

P “b. 4o there was him’ S :
. — J?Johg, {there he was } s anding in frony of
0 ' - ¥ the door. (K6-10)' : -

v‘,‘ ) o -{ .. -, . - A » 1. - . .
-Senténces .glike:those of (8) also canndt hdve a subject thematic
intgrbretaﬁidn: .




\ -
¢ . b

(8) a. Round the bend came the train. -

b. Up jumped the rabbit.’ \

c. Stending there was my brother. (K6-12)
These sentences are claimed to present a whole event or state as new k
by talking about the coming into existence of something. These '
sentences will be discussed in section 4.2.1. below.,

The notion of theme, or 'what a sentence is about', is central
to the rest of Kuno's observations. Kuno presernts two hypotheses .
hav1n$ to do with the notlon of theme and old information, the flrst . {

of whiéh is .

(9) Hypothesis II. Backward pronominalization is T -
possible in English only when the rightmost of o ‘AW‘

> two coreferentlal noun phrases represents old R
»~_predictable information.. (302) ,

: RN

In. support of this hypothesis, Kuno gives a set of conversatlonal

sequences (10) and (11§ A T s .

(10) Speaker A: Tell me about John.  °- - ) \
Speaker B: Although I dislike him, I am still

n seeing John: (K7-5) T—’l *

\ (11) Speaker A: Tell-me about Mary. . '

- Speaker B:. Although she dlSllkeS John, she is still \ *
\ { - seeing him. .
#Although she dlSllkeS him, she is still

seeing John. (K7-6)2 . A ‘

° *where the second response- in ll) is" claimed to- present new .informa- ‘ .
tiony” 'John' »y in & backward pronominalized senteﬂce,~hence in b -
violation of Hypothesis II above. ' . e .

~ As further proof of the validity of Hypothe51s II Kuno notes ' :
¢ that indefinite foun phrases may nét occur With postcedents: / »
. ¢ ’ / ’ 1
< (12) a. Before I could talk to himi, the pollceman1
. turned away. from me. N
* ~, - b. *Before I could talk to himj; a pollceman . - b :
A turned away from me. (K7-1k4) ‘ \
where (12b) is ungrammatlcal ,because indefipite noun phrases, always ' | .
.. presént fiew unpredictable information (30k). Thus (l2b) is also ln : e
T violation of Hypothesis II. ) X
M ) . Kuno also’presents.another hytothe31s, ' “f. '
(13) Hypothe51s III. A.noun phrase that represents the
predictable theme of the sentehce cannaot beg, » ' TEAUAY .
‘ pvonomlnallzed 1ntrasentent1ally (319) ' \9“ ot

- s . .

Hypothesis III is‘a rev131on of a prev1ous statement that the theme ,
of a sentence cannot be ‘pronominalized intrasententially. Kuno thus
divides- thematic sentences into those havzng unpredlctable themes and \

. -,

those havlng predictable themes: : . .

- ) ¢ . .‘ ‘l{):) a . . ‘ , . ,,‘;.
‘ ‘ R » 1. . . jde .
f ’ , . " e )
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Thué, Kuno says that in response to (lba),

b .
AY '
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«  We have. a predictable theme if in a given context one can
et N predict what the next sentence is going to be about. (308)

“the NPs “John' of (1k4b).

are predictable themes, and hence, the first occurrence of 'John' in
(14b) is properly pronominalized.’ (14c), by Hypothesis III, is

.
)

inappropriate, since the theme 'John' is in this context predictable.

Will John do it

\ .

_be marjers of a rather formal style.

(1) a. :
.+ b.- If he can John will -do it.®
c. *If John can, he will do it.

Py °

Hypotheses II and III taken together require backward pronominalization

of predictablé“themes. '

I will present some other relevant data gi
I Rind disagreement on Kuno's judgments about t
disagreement, I believe, is due in part “to the
constructions Kuno is working with are.infreque

ven by Kuno, chapse

hese sentences. This
fact that many of the
ntly used and tend to

.

Infrequency of such constructions

along” would be expected to produce mixed judgments, but some explana-
~ ] tiof of the data must be given for those speakers who accept Kuno's
judgments. Here then are-some other®examples of Hypotheses? II apd III

. at work: ‘
’ (15) What did John do for Mary? , :
- * &. When he went to Boston, John took-her out to
= - dinner. t \
- . _ b. #*When John went to Boston, he took her out to .
- T : dinner. (K7-18)

(15b) is judged in -violation of Hypothesis III,

gince a predictable

theme, '"John', has been pronominalized intrasententially. .

.

: (16) thfdgﬁ what for Mary? *~
cL a.
T . dinner?

- ‘ 3 -

.

(16a)“i§ain-viglatioﬂ of Hypothesis II, because” 'John' is new'

#Wnen he went to Boston, John took}hep out to

b. Whew John wenf to Boston, he took her out' to
. ' *  dinner. (K7-19) . -

-0 -

L 4

¢

~a

b unpredictable informgtion, . = . ST ;
b " Fipally, (17) and*(18) are intended to .point<up the distinction'
. =  between gredictable and unpredictable theme:

. Y . ~ ) r o

. . ‘)’ . . . - N
(£7) Mary is a good/friend of mine.
-a. Whenever g4 want_ to talk[to
»theme] comes to see me.

b. *Whenever I want to talk to

N
LY oo .8

W’

theme) domes to see me. |

’
4 .

her, Mary Eprediptable
Mary, she'Cpredictable

- . < T
(xk8-7) e

P




"(18) Tom is‘a rather cold person. He avoids me when I
need him
a.» 70n the other hand, whenever I want to ‘talk to
" her, Mary [Cunpredictable themel comes to see
me willingly. - =
. b. On the other hand, whenever-I want to talk to
~ Mary, she Cunpredictable themel comes to see
.. me willingly. (1(8-§)
(L7p) is in v1olat10n f Hypothesis III, since prédictable information
is pronomi i sententially:. (18a), given only a '?' by
Kuno, should b violation of Hypothesis II, sinc unpredictable
themes are taken by Kuno to carry new 1nformat10n Kuno gives no
_explanation of why (18a) receives only a '2' and not a '"#*! insection
4.1.2.° I will provide an explanation for why (18a) seems to most
if not all speakers to be an appropriate sentence.
Finally, Kuno comments that:

Predictable themes appear in discourses when the same
topdc continues, and unpredictable themes appear when
new toplcs are introduced. (308) .
with nd further comment on the term t opic. I w111 have much to say
concernlng this term in section l, 2 1. ”

2.2. Comments on Kuno s
2.2.1. “One of the difficulties in sorting out Kuno's distinctions is
that he does not say an&ihjng about thewrelationship between’ neutral

description sentences and thematic sentences containing unpredictable -
themes. Looking again at (16), repeated here as (197):

» -
. -

{19) Who did what for Mary”
a. *When hg went to Boston, John took her out to
’ dinner.
. b. When John went to Boston, he toqk her out to
Toes dinner. & .

*

ﬁerhaps we Gould Say’ that the response to (19) would require a ‘theme,
+i.e., it is expected that the responsée to question (19) would be .

about someone. Consequently, althoqgﬁga thematic response 'is

expected, just what elemeht, will be themgtic is new informatign.

Hence we might want to speak of a 'predictable unpredlctable eme.

Similarly, in (18) above, after two sentences the themes of which .

are 'Tom!, we find the nekt sentence begins with 'on the éther hand'.

This, it could perhaps be argued, is semantically .an’ ‘introducer of

contrast, and hence the sentence containing it will also be about

someogne. o

It should further be noted that the sentences of (8) like

| (éc‘)* . . ?

Standlng there was my brother

171

<




. ‘ . : ' ‘ ’ 169 .

‘
X

which Kurio claims cannot havé a thematitpsubject, do not seem to be
‘strictly neutrale description sentences. ¢8¢) would not answer
- > -

questions like . : . °
- ) (20) ° What happened then? =~ . » ) ¥
%w ", Rather, it could perhaps &nswer ’ / 3

(21) Speaker A: What did you see in front of the museum?
Speaker B:- Much to my surprise, standing there was
my brother? -

.. . r~ - -
. ' . Now we must ask whether there is a difference between the sequence in ?
' (21) and'that in (16), i.e., why can’t the phrase 'my brother' in (21)
be treated as an unpredictable theme? Here, I ecan only see left
: dislocation as @ possible test to decide thematic versus neutral
. description interpretation. Thus, while (22), corresponding to (16),
- allows left dislocation, (23), corresponding to (21), does not: .

(22) Wno' did what for Mary?
. John), when he went ‘to Boston, he took her out to
- . . dinner.
' e (23) What did you see in front of the museum?
s ' #My brother, standing there was him.
) _ We-still have to ask why the response to (21) can't be considered a
v . themqt{c sentence with 'in front of the guseum" "as theme, e.g., we .
’ can perhaps get a left dislocation as in {23'):

(23') what did you .seexin front of £he museup? . ' .
2In" front of the museum, standing there was my | L
.~ o . Abrotﬁer. < ( .

Kuno's analysis leaves-méhy questions open here. ' -
Finally, notice-that left dislocation does not give dny clue as g
to whether or not the theme of & sentence,is predictable or not,
since in-(22) 'John' is, ‘by Kuno's characterization, new information.
. But of course a left dislocated element can be old predicsable ‘

. information as in (24): -

(24) How do‘you feel aboutfgén? . e
T e a. Gin, Wwhenever it's offered, I41¥~91ﬁ§§s drink it.
: b Whené@é&fit's offered, 1'll always drink gin.

) (24b)%with backward pronominadlization verifies the predictability of
S -l - the theme 'gin' by Hypotheses II and IIIL. . vt .
o, , 2.2.2. 1In the previous subsection, I have tried to account for the . .
- existence of unpredictable themes by giving specific reasons from which ’
+ one can draw the-expectation that a following sentence Will- be thematic. °
Another issue which Kuno does-not deal- with at all is that certain

. contexts seem to require thematic sentences with certain elements - .

.- o barred from certain positions. Coﬁéeqpently, (25) seems«odd with new

- I i . .\

- . 3 “ 4
: .
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we & Sentence may be discourse-initial, discourse-

2.2.3.

" particular sentence constltute the p;ev1ous di

might be -termed conversatlonal discourse,

-language.

XY
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information’ in subject posltlon and the theme in the by-phrase:,
%,g -
. . {25) Tell me about Mary. ' »o
- s 22%John was ‘shot by her yesterday. .

o i

Kuno does make .the comment’ that
. (26) There is a hierarchy among various syntactic
eonstftuents‘within a. sentence with respect to

the. ease with-which they can be the theme of the
— “sentence: The matrix subject has thg flrst
(319) - _ -

14

priority.

Statement (26) is needed to account for the differences in judgment
about (27): . . v
A Y

.. (27) a. *Hej calmed me before Harry; did something rash,
b. ?I calmed him; before Harry; did something rash.
where 'Harry' is the theme of the matrix sentence in both cases. The
data of (25), however, indicate that there may be intersentential
hierarchies involved alsc. We certainly want to ask why a theme
cannot appear in a _erhrase of the pa351ve, as in (25). This will

be discussed in section'h.2.2;
Finally, with the exception of (17) and (18) above, Kuno' s
data consist almostgentlrely of quest10n~answer sequences. It must be
asked whether and how Kumno's hypotheses, will fare with other kinds of
sequences, i. e., in other types of discourse. .

. s
3. .Discourse y
have- so far been dlscu331ng.the concept of. sentEnces in the

cont of other sentences. 1In this study, the llnguistic context of

-8 sentence will be termed its discourse’ context. T define a dlscourse

as a finite ordered sequence of sentences Y?lch bear semantic and
pragmatic relevance to one another, in at’ least a loose manner.
ial, or discourse-
ence constitute that
ntences that precede, a
course context of that

final. Sentences that follow a particular sen
sentence's following discourse context. All s

Sentence.
As was mentloned at the énd of the - last s
consist largely of questlon-answer séquenc

ction, Kuno's data
This kind of discourse
scourse inVolving two .
or more speakers. Kuno's data constitute ubtype of conversational
discourse that we might term question-answer -discourse.

- Angther klnd of discourse can be distinguisheg? which I ¢
expository or’informative discourse. This type of discoursge ia a
monologue and may be written or spoken. In its.yritsen form, we
might'expect'Kuno'" data to appear more frequently, since, as was
mentioned above, data of this type are found in more formal styles of
It is this kind of diseourse, in its written form, yhich I
Written,

have chosem as the object-of study in this thesis,

- ; ‘- -
r S : -
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discourse is quite useful from two standpoints for a study of this
kind. First, we.can expect the sentences in such a discourse ‘to bear
. more than a loose semantic relevance to one another, since the author
. " is clearly trying to communicate organized thoughts and ideas¥o us. -
. ... S~ .pecond, the use of written discourse texts as data allows us to study
. prose ‘which is well thought out, free from theﬁ§ometimes-biésed self-
- iﬁtppspectign of many linguists, and from the variability of the
- . moment--wherein an*inforimant one minute judges a sentence grammatical
| v or appropriate, and the next minute ,isn't sure. We here accept the
- - .+ texts as appropriate, and work from them.’ BTN N .
& While Kuno haS'madg some very interest'ing observations about " the,
. contextual conditioning of backward pionomina;izhpign, it is difficult
. ’ to apply his noti&ns to expository- discourse. 'For-e;ample, while’ - .
. s Y + questions s'eem to set up some ‘expectation of what ifformation or’
A Kinds of information 'will appear in a felicitous ansyer, we can’ not
.~ ¢ assume that there is an implied question before each senterice in a
* d8sériptive discourse. Furthermore, I find that I don't have any .

competence to test the themaiicity of a sentence in expository discourse .

by a potential left-disloca test, 'sincelthis construction usually \ °
occurs in conversational distdurse and seems.quite 0dd in a descriptive
. discourse. ° ' , -
N To be fair to.Kuno, his ‘examples (17) and (18) of sectiont 2.1 -aré
expository discourses. So perhaps his notions can be_extended. In the
remainder of this thesis, I will examine some written 'descriptive N

* discourse examples with & tritical eye toward Kuno's observations and

conclusions. .

. 4. .Discourse Phenomena - .

A %§.1." Pronominalization and Topicality , N
.4.1.1. Intrasentential Pronominalization

In this section, I want to discuss Kuno's hypotheses about

.

"

) intrasentential pronominalization with respect to éxpository ‘.
. discourse. I repeat here_ for convenience Kuno's Hypotheses IT and
I1I. Ty -

o

> -

. , (9) - Hypothesis II:"Backwagg proniminalization ig .
e . possible for English only when the rightmost of

) . the twd coreferential noun phrases represents A
‘. . . old, predictable informatiox. to
- (13) Hypothesis III. A noun phrase that répresents the

Ypredictable theme-of the senfence cannot be
- pronominalized intrasententially.. )

Kuno asserts that a nouy phrase is a predictable theme '...if in &

g given context, one can predict what the next sefitence is going to be
- . about ' ¢308), and further that predictable themes appear when topics

. a are continued. I noted previously  that in question-answer discourse,
it was relatively easy to make predictio about the answer. This-®

does not seem to be thé cage with descriptiy { discourse. ’ )
Before presenting some data, I will give characterization of

Kuno's undefined term topic. I take the term topic be a propbrty

. of discourse use. Thus I contrast Kuno's “term theme, 'W a ‘sentence’

N .
& - - S
. . ~

AN
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is about',.with the notion of topic, 'what is belng talked about in’
a discgurse'. We may speak of an. element as being a topie if it is
discussed in two or more adjacent or near-adjacent sentences in a
discourse. I will speak--of the potential introduction of a topig
the first mention of a NP referrlng to0 that topic. If the NP is
followed by other mentions of 'it in following discourse \%hgp it may
become an e¢stablished topic. Elements will not be bopacs s¥mply ‘by .
being anaphoric. "Elements may become established topiecs only if they
occur in two or more near-adjacent sentences. I will give examples,
of what is and is not a topic presently. e
5 A discourse then will contain many topics, which are prezaﬁhbtri"
‘related to each other and to e discourse topic .or topies, i. €y
elements or concepts that the discourse is about. Consider now
,the’ following passage (28) ( Ferguson%eqd Brunn 1969:96):

1

(_28)' a. St, Benedict

N
. . ..
o e . * -

b. The fame of his (St. Benedict's) holiness
attracted newmbers ,0f monks to his vieinity,
who begged him to be their leader.

About the year 520 he ‘foundéd” the -famous monas-
tery of Monte Cassino, and some time later
wrote for the guidance of his monks the rule
vhieh was to regulate monastic life for
centuries.

Wherever, the rulé was adopted, it checked the
restless wanderlng and the dangerously
irregular ‘ascéticism of the monks.

It provided that the'mqnk, dfter a probationary
Period.of a year...should tdke the three
fundamental vows of perpetual poverty, chastity,

d obedlence, .

“«

»

\ .
) - s
* Here, 'St. Benedigf'.is the discourse topic. In (28b9 the NP 'monks'
is mentioned and mentioned again in (28¢), -(284) e&nd (28¥). 'Monks'
.-is clearly being talked about in this discourse. It is a topig. Also,
"the rule tten by.St. Benedict' is a topic, flrst‘mentioned and
: introduced in (28c) and agaln,mentlohed in (28d) and (28e).
) , which, by’ deflnltlon, must
in order to be called topics, senteﬂbe _28d) is,in=conflict
ﬁypothé31s III. In (284) we appear to have a continued .,
'Ste Benedict's rule', yet the form of (28d) forWard,pronominal—
1zatio s would under Kuno's criteria 'd;cate\that new informdtion is
"t be1ﬂg i troduced in (28d). What then Qf the mention of 'the rule'’
in {28c)? Klno“speaks of predictable t emes as appeariﬁ% when topics
But he glves no qhafac erization of how a topic comes
“how a toplc is establxshed. '
ve characterized the first mentlon of an NP as the potential -
ion of a topic. However, for an NP to quality as an established
"must be, I.claim, in some sense adequately defined and A -
- described. ThlS phrase, 'in some sense adequately defined and
deseribed’, is Qeant to gharacterlze a\property of a phrase within a

L4 il
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discourse., I w1ll use the term topicality to refer.to this property
end also to a similar but distinct property of semantic or communica-
tive relevance or importance that a sentence element may possess in &’
discourse, Topicality then refers to the likelihood of an element
to continue as.a topic in following discourse. Note that this is not
the same coneept .as Kuno's predictable theme, for I am not concerned
_here with what a sentence may be ebout, but rather with what .element
or elements are llkely to continue to be discussed, whether or not
they occur as the dlstlngulshable theme of the following Sentence
(if such a terp can be adeguately defined).* It is then this property
of teplcallty or definition and relevance of an element which allows
the use of a badkward pronominalized sentence (and also 1ntersenten—
tial pronomlnallzat‘on--see section 4.1.3 below.) 4

Note here that I have ascribed two properties of a sentence
element in discourse to the'term topicality. In the case of sentence
(Te), I claim that a reader may not know enough about 'the rule' from
(28c) +in order to accept it in a backward pronominalized sentence.

. If the rule which St. Benedict wrote had had a name, such as 'The

Monk's Rule', and if the reader could have been expected to have
prev1ously known something ‘about it, then we might well have gotten a
_séquence like (29):

v

o
...and sometime later wrote for the guidance of

his monks The Monk's Rule. Wherevér it was
* adopted this rule checked...

(29)

This example parallels Kuno's data much more closely Note that Kuno
has_ “used proper names in his discussion of predlctable themes. Proper
names and generlc& immediately define and descrlbe their denotata to
a reader. n (29), 'The Monk's Rule' is such a proper term. 1In
(28c), however the, rule.,.' is not.

¢The other aspect of topicality, that of semantlc or communlcatlve
relevanceg ‘is also a determlnlng fectqr as to whether a seHEEnce
element can be uged in a backward pronominglized sentence. Semantic
or'tommunicatlve relevance is dependent on the syntactlc and semantic

*“frame in whicllr an element is pq}entlally'ﬁntroduced and also whether

the element 1s being reintroduced (see sectlonwh 1.3 for some concrete
examples of syntactlc and-semantic frames). . .
' Returning to '(28), I have found some speakers who ﬁﬁigd accept: i

a backward pronomlnallzed sentence in place of (28d), i.e., (28d ) .

. s

(28) a'.

Ry

Wherever it was adopted, the rule checked the hd

K restless wandering andrdangerously irregular S

o "asceticism of the monks. ° ;

.
-

I can offer two_explanations for-these speaklrs acceptance of (28&'
The ‘Pirst~explanation is that these regders find that (28c) hﬁﬁﬁﬁgﬂ
adequately characterized the’NP 'the rule' $o that it is considéred™
a-likely topic of following dlscourse. We have already seen\that
there is no syntactic constraint agalnst backward p oqpminallzatlon,
as evidenced by the identical structure of(28c) and the first sentence

.
P

of (29). It is simply g difference of opinion ‘as to whether the
s - e " . = -
3 R
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potential introduction of the topic in (28c) is'a real establlshment

of the topic, i.e., whether (28c) has made the NP 'the rule' oplcal

or not. And this dlffe:\hceeof opinion.is exactly what we would ' .

expect for non-generic, non-proper NPs potentlally introduced in the

syntactie frame of (28c). Readers who aecept either (28d) or (284')

would, I claim, simply not beMmble to make a clear decision on whether . A

_ the topic has been adequately éstabllshed whethér (2Bc) has given 'the | Y

rul@‘,a high enough degree of topIcallty. It is also possible that :

(28d') is acceptable because the reader considers it the first sentence

of a new semantic or discourse paragraph. En this case, the remarks

in section 4.1.2 below apply. N .
In sum, I waft to say that Kuno's hypotheses congenplng the , T

conditions under Wthh backward pronominalization may take blace are

correct as regards information d1str1but10n, but that they follow from

a higher level consideration, i.e., that of previous. establlshment of

the topic of a sentence element in discourse. Establishment of a topic °

means that the element is toplcal it is a likely topic of the following '

sentence. Thus, the use of a backward’ pronomlnallzed sentence may be -

a signal by the speaker/wrlter of his belief in the toplcallty of a .

-

sentence element. . RN Co.
This talk about speaker s or wrlter s_usg of a construction is
strlklngly reminiscent of Grice' s (1975) max1ms of conversation.T In NS

[} -

partlcular, I would pﬂbpose that the felicitous use of'a backward . -
pronomlnallzed sentence 1s cdorrelated w1th Grlce s maxim of relatlon”‘
Be relevant. Felicitous use ‘of a backward pronomlnallzed sentence
hinges on thé topicality of the NP, or-in other words, the relefance
., of the.NP to the discourse. Thus, if (28d') had been used by the

authors, they would have conveyed that they considered 'the rule"as
adequately established or toplcal\by (28¢). The details of Row to

) fellcltously establish a new toﬂlc are surely quite complex and cannot
be taken up here’in full, but some aspects of establishment of new °

« topics will be taken up in section 4.2 below. It is clear, however,qg..
that some notion of topicality mugt be a part of linguistic theory tow
account for the use of bdackward pronominalized sentences.

<.,
.= " [

o

]

4.1,2, Topic«Set

i, There appears,to Be one very common counterexample to Kuno's - -
) requlrement that backward pronomlnallzatlon take place only when the
* theme is predictable: " This.occurs in sentences that are discourse-
or-paragraph-initial ‘or near d1scoursew or paragraph—1n1t1a1 Consider
(30) (Ferguson and Rrunn4d969 177) I (
i -(30) Hlldebrand's reform program . :
, ) " sa. After the death of Henry III, a succes31on of . T
o reforming '‘popes carried on the work, but no =
Coe, ot longer in cooperation with, the emperor. - )
) b. During all this time, till he himself was
K elected pope as Gregory VII, the monk Hildebrand | N
- was the most active agent of reform at Rome,.
) v ' the power behind the papal throne. . .
N “ha c. It was*he whq formulated most perfectly the . N
program f6% reform and flnally put &t into i ’ .
. 2 éffect, -~

s . ) ' ’ - ..].777, N 1 ‘

g ’ ‘ ’A‘a—.““"'ﬁ
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Sentence (30b) is the counterexample to Kuno's Hypothesis II. Back-

ward pronominalization here serves, I claim, to set-a topic.'
“brand' is, im fact, what the .entire paragraph that follows (30Db). is
about. - . A . AN

t Consider now (31) (Ferguson and- Brunn 1969:69):

] A : (31). a. <g?en Augustu€ 'ushered in the two centuries of
) *¥J Roman pegce, he introduced alsp-an era of
i unprecedented prosperity to Ifaly and the
s provinces. , . T
b.
ended. )
(31a) is paragraph—ini%ial.
. peragrgph after (3la). I claim that if (31a) had been backward -
pronominalized, we would have expécted more mention of Augustys. -
( ) Let us now return to.Kuno's descriptivé—diséourse exampli/in
32): - ‘ . )
- (32) .Tom is a rather, cold person. He-avoids me when I .
' need him. ’ .

", a. 708 the other hand, whenever I want to talk td
her?’Mary comes to see me willingly. *®
On the other hand, whenever I want to talk to
Mary, she comes to see me willingly. ’

~

* b.

However, in, (30b), 'Hildebrand' is

topic under Kuno's 8efinition. ] :
T believe that the difference between

also not a continuous topic.
v these examples -for speakers who do question

The wars which he'd’ devastated the empire were:

'Hilde-

-~

. . . i .
There is no mention of Augdgkus in this

.

(32a) is supposéd to bé inappropriate because 'Maryt is not a continuous

(32a) has to do with position

within the discourse. While (30a) does relate %o previous discourse,
~ s it serves as a setting or transition sentence for, what & composition

teacher might term the topic sentence of-the paragraph, i.e. (30b).
(32a),-as Kuno has it, occurs further. away from the beginning of its

) discourse paragraph. = . .
. However; (32a) would not necessarily have to occur within the
. same paragraph. We cguld easily imagine an entire paragraph about
. " Tom, ending with (33): - ‘ } . .
- Ay
¢ <,

(33) But all in all, Tom is a rather gold person. .He

avoids me when I need him. =
' ]

r . ;
The next_paragraph could, I claim, then begih with
+ parallel to (30b) above.

(322) to have 'Mary' as topie. Again

paragraph-initial backward pronominalization.

I think we now have a_ good explanation for why (32a) in the

context (32) is acceptable. to many readers. " It may be taken by the

‘ ‘< reader as a setting of a new topic. Since Kuno does not provide a
“following discourse contexty r

(32a), quite .

the reader,may, on encountering (32a),

- ~ take it to be'a setting for continued discussion. of Mary. If Mary
is never again mentioned after (32a), then (32a) would- sound” very

sodd, as in (32'): T 2

*

Here we would ekpect the discourse Follwing
we get a setting of a topic by

©Q
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"into a semantic or discour
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: 32 )- 2%Tom is a rathér cold person. He avoids me'when

X - .- I need him.¢ On the other hand, whenever I want

. T &Yto talk.to her, Mary.comes to see me willingly,

t Tom's not like that. He shuns 11 contact

‘th people, He...

B
Similarly, I think ﬁlat’?égg') of the previous secyion may be - ‘put
paragraph-lnltlal frame by some readers
It would thus be considered as a topic-setti
Eyven more typical of " the ‘counterexam

statement.

topic shift. Examples of this type are frequently found in newspape
.editorials, e8> (34) (5t. Louis Post Dlspatch 11/6/7h):

(34%) Headline! Self-I nterest and Generosity

a. A-week before he goes to Rome at the head of

S - the United States delegation to the World Food

“, Congress, Secretary of Agricultur Earl Butz
seontinues to defend a pos1t10n at ‘odds with th
needs of poor peoplé and wlth the interests of
our own country. PR -

b." That his opp9s1t10n to the establishment of gove
ment held food reserves does not reflect the.
prevailing American sentiment becqmes¥more
apparent as the time for decision approaches .’

The rest of the article goes on to talk about Butz and the food
conference. Here, the senterice is truly used to set the toplc of the
editorial,

I began this sectlon siatlng that sentences like (30b) and (3ha
were counterexamples to Kuno's hypothesis that backward pronominaliz
tion required a continuous topic. - However, the notidn.of contlnuous
topic, I believe, is still involved in the use of these sentences

®

claim that for- backward pronomlnd1lzed sentences to be used approprlately
. in discélrse initial’ ‘position, the NP that ¥s pronominalized must

continued-as a topic further.in the discourse. That is, (30p) would
"be inappropriate if 'Hlldebrand' wére not xeferred to further in the
paragraph.
not aggln mentloned
topic.” . P

Tt still mlght be asked why these sentences should signal that
the balkward pronominalized. NP ¥%ill be. talked about in whgtfollows.
If we accept' the conqinslon drawn in the previous section that back-
ward pronomlnallzatﬁon under normal use“signals that the’'NP has’
attaingd~topicality and is hence patt of what is invélved 1n ‘being

\

Hence, these sentences predlct a continulng .

s e

es to Kuno's hypothesis.are
’ strictly dlscourse~1n1t1al sentences, in which thére is no possible

r

.

e

rn-

.

e

)

a-

Iv

Slmllarly, (3ﬁa)-would be inappropriate if Earl Butz were

\
\

relevant', then the use of a discourse initial backward prOnominallzed

. sentence m&ght-be considered a flouting of the maxim of relevance.

|

The purposeﬂof the floutlng of the maxim here is precdsely to 1mp11cate\

“that tie NP is'¢to be| taken as the topic or a tdpio of the discourse

"The speaker/writer can.expect the hearer/reader to be able to make
this inferente. . ', . .
e A wt : N o e O
@;‘&_ . - b C e K . : 1’79 fu -
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4.1.3. . Intersentential Pronominalization
There is an interesting parallél between- backward pronominali-
zation intrasententially &nd 31mp1e pronomlnallzatlon across sentence .
boundaries. Mere anaphoricity, as any composition teacher would be -

quick to point out, does not constitute a suffi¢ient .condition for
prpnom%nallzatlon.' There myst of course be.a contextually unambiguous
antécedent NP.for the yronomlnal;zatlon to be considered appropriate.
However, even when a referent may be unambiguously determined, we

[

- may still find that pronominalizatjon sounds odd. Consider (35) .
(Ferguson and Brunn 1969:5L):

- vﬁ .
-2(35) a. The aev‘ stating struggle witH Carthage and ‘
T e -* the fipal Victory, which made Rome the
¢ . strongest_power in the Mediterranean world,

)

wrought\great changes both in internal

. ) polltlcs\of the republlc and in her relations
° w1th‘othek states. -

« b. The ¢onflict -between the demacratic. and,arlsto—

: cratic parties had béen thrust into the back-
~ground by the stress of war. @
- c¢. The plebians had already galned sufficient voice
o in government to satisfy théir most pressing:
- demands and, while the state was in danger,
, . were willing to entrust the conduct of affairs
s . to the more experienced senatorial class,
. " which now included many of the richer plebians
who had galned admissign to the Senate by way
VA of public office. .
' - d.. The Senate, indeed, had galned ost complete o~
v . ’ control of policy, especially 1K foreign' affalrs,
) for 1t was a continuing body, and its members
. Jéré more thoroughly convérsaft with the )
compllcated problems of state §han the yearlyv
.. . - . magistrates or the occasional opular assembly
> " could be. .
Sentence (35d) must have the full NP MSenate'. (3pa'): . 2

?35) .d'., *Indeed it had galned almost c mplete control. ..
wi}h"Senate pronom1nal£%ed would be completely .
context (35). My claim here is that NPs.may nota prohomlnallzed .
across sentence boundaries if tHley are not topic the diScourse. -
Note the position and the semantic funetion of the potential anteeedeﬂt‘
in (35¢): the object of -a preposition in a_kelatlve clause-modifylng

acceptable in

-the object of a relatlve clause. -Seffantically as Mell as syntacti—

cally,H'Senate in (35¢) is at best a qual1f1er of a quajifier. It
could hardly becone established as a topic" from this p031t10n. -

While 'Senate' in (35¢) is quite deeply.embedded -and ‘is clearly
not a thheme in (35¢),.note that a sertence’ ement. need hot he a '
theme in Kurlo's sense to bs pronomlnallzed, e.g. (36 (Fekguson and “
Brunn 1969:148): . :
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4 <« (36) a. The home of the Northmen was in the“three
o F : Scand1nav1an countries of Denmark Norway
. and Sweden..

. b. There, cut off by the sea. zthey had retalned .o .
thelr pagan rellglon . . .
Note that the phrase ‘the three—Scand1nav1an countries of...“{in,(36a).
is new information. In (36b), 'they''is surely the theme by Kuro's
criteria, but nonethéless we find both “'Nerthmen' and 'Scandinavian,

countries' pronominalized. Both are topics, the '"Northmen' is the  ~
. discourse topic here, and 'écandnnavian countries' apparently is
.o adequately established in (36a). - - .
X Co- While we have found ®hat noun phrases must atta1n e high degree ‘5
bl of. topicality before they can be referred to by pronmouns, it is also ’

the case that' a noun phrase may lose topicality. Intervening sentences
- that shift discqurse subtopics and intorduce new topical elements may
*  well.destroy the topicality of an NR. Thus consider the passagg in
(37) (Ferguson and Brunn 1969): .
. - s . .
R _ T (37) a. ... ' MR : " ,
. b. So far as Hannibal's own part qf this plan was c
- ¢ ) { concerned, his hopes were realized. In one .
K battle after another he defeated the Romans, :
finally wiping out almost the entire Roman army ..
‘ at Cannae in 216 B.C.
c. But Rome's Italian allies falled.to live up to

* his expectatlons

,.° d. They remained stubbornly loyal to Romé. .
S v - . € Dufrlng the next few ¥ears the Ront@n army, under . -
7 /the leadership of, Quintus Fablus surnamed ) .
T s /Cunctator (the Delayer), adopted the exasperat ing N
‘ ' pollcy of, refusing open battle, so that-HanniBal .
- . . . _ was forced tb waste his strength in futile . .
e T .o maneuvers. . ' - .
S * ) .f. He could neither capture the c:Lty of Rome nor . .- ’ |
o ‘ . ¢rush the elusive Roman army... . il
PR . . » .o s . ‘
‘e (37e) is the senténce of interest. 'Hannlbal' is not pronom1na11- ‘ ' -
Y. za le within, thid context, for a shift 'in top1c takes pplace. in 37c,- . 3
. ., an (374). 'Hannibal' becomes detopical. The so that-clause in . e i
o (37¢) ‘reintroduces 'Hannibal' aa topical, and thus pronominalfzation ; s
‘. '\ in (37f) is proper. Note ajgain-that the _Syntactic .pdsition of s o
. Hann bal in the so that-clause, it.e,, subject position, playsoa ' Lo "
-~ . larg ‘role in the | gaining or rather regaining of topicality. ad .
- the sb that-clause beew (37e ), then (37f) would not be approprlate, ;’

. L “‘ - €« . oL ¢
T | (37) et. ‘.. 1) that Hannibal's armw T st strength in

» L T . futile maneuvérs - ; ’

g R N A A ‘ -
o } ' \ n.this sectlon, T haveqhbt been concerned w1§h sequences such ’ .,
RS L . R o Tt

Q . . .. . c,. Y .. [ ) . oo s" ,' . . - i s ';'
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: . . (38) "John; and Bob; ‘came to town. *Hej needed a shave, . .
& - aand he 5 wa.n%ed to get a ha.:chut
A3 v . ¢ '
NI ' B which are 1napprdprlate because the discourse referents can not be
: unamblguo sly determined. I .feel *this general restrlctlon also follows
*... o from Grlcean -maxims, specifically the maxim 'Avoid obscurity of
. . expression'. I.believe that the restriction against pronomlnallzatlon

. ) awin (354) and‘137e) follows from the maxim of relevancy cited in the
- * " previous sections. Intersentential pronomlnallzatlon is p0331ble only
. . - when the NPs ii question are topical, i.e. immediately relevant to the
discourse. Pronominalization of any other NPs.is in violation of this

s . N A . - ~8 - . .

. maxim: oo . c %
.« . . * ' N ¢
N e e s - .
® + o 4.1.5. Propominal Topic Set - -

N . ‘ Of*the simple pronominal level there 1s anolnterestlng parallel
) to theafloutlng of the maxim of relati®dn shown in sectio
: Consider (39) (Crane 1930) whlch is (short) story~initial:

4 . 4

(39) None of them knew the color of the sky. Their
. eyes glanced level, and were fastened upog}the s

‘waves that swept tpward them. - -, .
- " N ‘
N LN (39) contalns they first two sentences of Stephen Crane's short story o
‘ \ . 'The Open Boat.' ®hestopic of this short story is four men: the cook, -
\ the 011e{, the corresponderit, and the injured captaln These characters '
. are the referent of the pronoun 'them' and 'their in (39), and they, .
: are 1dent$f1ed in succeedlng paragraphs -of the short story. . ' . -
X We must again assume that e referamt of the pronomipal *them' ‘

and. 'their' will continue to b alked about,- for otherwise the author
would.-be wrltlng,lrraxlonally "As the casq stands, the author has
- flouted the,maxrm of relation for styllstlc effect, and thug set thé’ .
. : topic of the discourse as the yet, to be iden®™®ied postcedents ¢ s of the
- . pronoun 'them'. This whole stylistic effect would ‘be destroyed if-the
) . referents of the prqonouns in (39) had never been 1dentif1ed and not
‘been. further talked about. Indeed, the discourse would have been
v Judged 1nappropr1ate.‘ Thus, dlscourse initial pronomlnallzatlon, just
- T -7 " as discourse- 1n1£1al backward pronomanallzatlon, signals that a toplc T
\, ¢+ has been set. |, ) - . . s e 7 Y * 0
. A -
g . L.1.5. Summary . ‘, ; . M
) . In é%esé four sections on pggnominalization, I have’ gh
N we need a notion of topic or wha! is_being talked about, In order to -
. \ . deal wijgp the-facts of intersentential and 1ntrasentent1a pr0nom1n~
. " . ,allzaifb We may speak of an element -as being a topic 4f it is‘ .
e e e ‘wnnder glscu351on 1nhat least. two.adjacent of méar. adjacent sentences e
. of related dlscourse. ‘While being discus d*\e ioplg/may me  an . ’
- "establlshed toplc. An ‘established toglc I3 attalned co icatlve bro»
. "y " importancé ‘or toplcéllty. Ho ever,,a topic may Iogeé Aits- toplcality
= - and have to be reestablished. - e e
> . { A discourse, theny is a sequent of Sentences.with ‘gemantic’ { e
_* coherence, a relatlonshlp that obtaips between topi¢s and subtop;cs.
Certain toplcs‘of 8 dlscourse-may be 3 onomynallzed Lﬁlhhey are of

»
""v»
.
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current relevance or topical. I have further suggeste& that felicitous
pronominalization intra- and 1ntersentent1ally‘is related to the

Gricean maxim of relatlog A floutlng of this Maxim accounts for oup *
understandlng of pronouns and of backward pnonomlna11Zed sentenceg‘yzn A
discourse and’paragraph—lnltlal p031t10n /

4.2, Toplc Shift ‘ :
L.2, 14 Pr posang and Restrlctlons .on Prep031ng
y . ﬁn dilscourse,- topics are constantly changing, new toplcs are being
introduced and o0ld topics are relntroduced .» With r¢spect to thisy : ‘
the.Praguian notion of the 'basic dlstrlbutlon of informatiep from
0ld to new is often realized by certaln English constructlons.. o -
¥ Consider (40) (Ferguson amd Brunn 1969 h§) U
(40) a. The majority of vhe Itallan people wepe evidently, 1
- descended from tribes of mixed ethdic origin’ who
- i had drlfted don from the nogﬁggacross the Alps \

fore Christ.

g

- in successive waves during the secdond mlllenlum

’

N . b.

.

e

N a.

Of ghese the'most important for Roman hlstory were
the kindred Latin 'peoples who settled the fertile
plain of Latium on the western cdast south of © ~
the Tiber. .

¢. "THey were already well establlshed when the

neighboring district of Tuscany to the north of
the Tiber was conquered by’the Etruscans sometime
prior to 800 B.C.

L The .Btruscans were a seafar;ng people of mwsterlous
N ) . # origin.t 1S :
R "+ ' e, Their ‘language, thch is not, Indo-European, st%il
T R . baffles scholars... - t
. f! ‘With them came the flrst qlements of the highly ”5&
’ e T " 7 developed prlllzatlon of the eastern Mediter- -~ - hy
' . d ranean, 1nc1ud1ng the political form of the :
. <. r . ‘city~state. e N
) ' f . 8. Thelr ;ndustr}al and artlstlc products \

Thls passage presents us w1th a number uf intereg

dlscourse pHehomena
le of the prep051ng
‘This preposing

: and syntgctig correlates., Sent&ripe” (4OF) is an
el of a prep-NP constituent. and -subject-verb. inversion.
" construction is one of. & number” of construgtions. wiich, I claim, can \ . o
T+ . £ill two communicative finctions, Langaeker- {1974) proposesvthat ) l ‘
"u—mmfrantlng rules (rules~%hab move seme constituent’ € to clause initial r° = -
/ ' posltlon) make thaﬁ’constltuent moresprominent, i.e., such rules high- S
t th objectlve content of a ‘senténce (that part of’ ‘the sentence
§ﬁ1 h exgludes 1llocut10nary férce, te se, aspeét, dalaty; topic; i = .
focus, em asis, negatlon, ind¥g r speaker atﬁgtudé) _Now, whlﬂ - e
+ tit-is ﬁruggthat such fronting rules may make, objectxve.COntént more
preminent °‘{"nzam, for example, §peaker att1tude, as - 1n'(bl) Do e

T (Hl) Lobsﬁer I<hope my'gat Wlll eat. oL J“‘ 2R
. . _ - EE T




I qéhﬁot see any such correlste in*(hdf). It is ndt the case that
the prep-NP constituent is moved over any non-objective content.
Rather, I want to say that sggp prepoding can also be used to

topics to be introduced, here the subtopic of Etruscan civilization
i&h is potentially'‘introduced in (40f), and continued in the
- appositive relative in (40f) and in sentence (hOg). |
Such prepesing and inverstion for topic shift is characteristi

[}

in (43), and participle preposing as in (44):
. (42) 1In each hallway (hangs, has long stood) a large
% ; ‘poster of Lenin.
+ (43) Down the street rooled the baby carriage.
(44) Speaking at today's luncheon will be-our local
e e " . econgressman. ‘ . ,

Al

-

the old topic, 'the Etruscans'. I think it would be better to say

b i

to another. s . . N

sshift sentepces. "Hooper and Thompson (1973) claim bhat the root=.

as complements of factive verbs: »

» -

R e . )
L (45) ?2It is remarkable that in each hallway hangs a

- large poster-of Lenin. . o

(L6). 271t is.too‘bad that dpwn .the street.rooked the

2 e - baby .carniage. . .o e
é~l\<.’ T

and (43),%i.e/,

: 1y

. factive contexts either: -

(47) and (h8)'\<§pectiveiy, do_not ggem to fit the

: s ' ~ ) :
) (47) " In each hallway,é\large poster of Lenin hangs
(48) Down the street .{He baby carriage rolled.
(49)-"27It is remarkable Rhat in each hallway & ‘large

that they soung.oda‘g?z§gﬁplementé' f factive verbs is that we are
trying to say -something @bdut an.NP at the same. time we are first

‘has already bedome 2 topic. Thus, -there is a copflict.
Hence, I copélude ‘that preposing in general may be used to ge
the old topig But of the way so that 2 new topic may begi#t to be’
. intrgﬁucedgh&ﬁﬁis general cons¥deratidn holds foft most ‘preposed

. . Lo .. * 4. [y ,
- ‘ ‘ . - .‘ - ‘ .
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that these constructions are -used primarily to shift from ong topic
e » " .

’ . ~ - - .
~ Note that inversion is not a necessary propérty of these topic

'

t

‘s,

deemphasize the importance of certain sentence elements, allowing neﬁ

of & number of root transformation constructions (Emonds 1970), e.g-,
PP substitution as in (40f) and (42), directional adverdb preposing as

These are éentences'that, a¥cording to Kuno (1972), present 'the whole
event or, state as nev (299)'. But note that (LOf) is 'grounded' in

L

transformed .sentences (42)a (43), and (4Y4) occur only in environments
that are .asserted« Thus, (42) and (43), according to them, are odd

-

\ . . .
L. \‘ . " . . at
Note that preposed, but non-inverted, sentegcéér;;X:fsponding to (42)

N ".poster of Lenin hangs. p ] . . -
> (58)It 45 too bad that|dgyn the street thé, baby
P S carriage rolledn.\ . . -
‘ '5’. o X e - s T e et e Dt e
. . 3 .
M1l of these sentences may be used  toashift the topic. {fhé reason

« introducing it. ~ But\if w& are sajing something about-an NP, then it

]




+ clauses with which I am familiar™ te the preposing of the purpose
clause in (51) (Ferguson and Brunn 1969:85):

4 -

- (51) 8¢ _een ,
® b. The unity of tHe church was a wital 1ssue
) preserve that unity, one side of the argument
or the other (Constantine did not care which)
must be established as orthodox and those who
“would not accept it of their own ftee will
- must be'{orced té do so by the state.

E

While the conjunctlon in (Skc) seems to block the purposk clause from
‘accupying the end p031t10n of the sentence, notewthat the ‘gequence in
= (51') 1s also quite bad "

‘s
S
c-

(51') b. The unity of the church was a.vitalissue. *.
c.. One side or the other mugt be established as
’ orthodox (in order) to preserve tiﬁt\%:fty.
d. ???Those who would not accept it of their\own
free wlll must be forced to do 0 by the A
state.” .
s .
The purpose clause at the end of (51'c) effectively. prevents ‘oné side
“or the other' from galn;ng enough toplcallty for pronomlnallzatlon to,
take .place in (51'd).

By way of contrast, cbnsider sentepgce hOc) _Here, the when-
clause can not be preposed te (52) within the codﬁ?&t of (hO)

o

, v o

e -~
A

e (52) When “the helghborlng district ‘of’ TUScany to the .-~
ah,north of the Tiber wad conq(ered by the Etruscans

sometime prior to 800 B. C., they were already
well establlshed..

K]
L

The ‘when-clause in Qych contains new iﬁformation, and serves to
introduce the new topic 'the Etruscans' Jhe following sentences,
(40d) and (koe) show that the toplc,'Etruscans has been continued., .

.* Note that n&o (40d) continued 'the Latins' asta topic, as 1n,j53) :
‘ * “ . -

'%h o (53) fThus we conclude, that the Latlns must have come
e . to Italy well before 1000 B.C. .

then either €52) r (40c) \would Bave been'approprzate _since topic

L shlft ‘would' not take place . .
Q ’ cr ; \ m
h 2.2~ A Constraint on the Position of Topical Elements A

While it has.been shown above that topical materlal often
ﬁoccur sentence 1n1§1allx, I hawve not previbuslyodrscussed any p031tions
that dojnot allow the occurrence of toplcal elements. I waht.to claim
here at the NP of the _xfphrase of the passive cannot containm a
‘topic 1 element, and is further often used as the p051t10n in which °
potential toplcs are introduced. Thls statemegt predlcts, then, thatq

' sequences sucn as (54) will not occur \
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(54) *Bill .was toﬁring Columbus. The whole city was seeni
- by him in less than a day. . ' ey

2 : . S - *

In contrast to (54), we do get _x;phfases that introduce new topicsy
e.g. (55) (Ferguson and Brunn 1969:150): -

"(55) a:4 Here (Wessex) they (the Danish) were finally
checked by the skillful and courageous leader-.
ship’ of the young Alfred (871-900), who
succeeded his elder brother.as king of Wessex
in the midst of the invasion. T

. b. Seven yéars later 'the army', as the;Saxons
) called the Danish host, again invaded Wesex and
- ’ was, again repulseq. Y
c. Later Alfred reconguered London and part of Mer01a ‘
from the Danes.
where 'Alfred' becomes the topic ofgthis paragraph.
- A similar constraint occurs interclausally. So, an example
parallel to (54). above would be (56): . ..

(56) - - 227Though my frlend Bill started tourlng Columbus
" early 1n the morning, the whole 01ty wasn't seen.

- by him 1n a day.,

. . ® -

I have not found any sentenc¢es in which a NP wh;ch 1s toplc of . the \ - T

'sentence océurs in the by-phrase of the passive maln clause which
follows a subordinate clause of the. schema )

7 S
o s(~s.( NP; V..:) .. Vpagg by NP;)* ¢ A
P » N
in any of my research. -

Nor have I found any’Sentences-ln whlch a‘deleted element of a

::%agordlnete clause occurs as the NP of a by-phrase. Consider (57)

rguson- apd Brunn 1969:177):

.

v' . PR e ; . ] "t

-

- [y

(57) Small and unpreposSe531ng in appearance, he - EGregerJ'

ygt commanded respect by his 1ntegr1ty and burning. -~ .

R zeal that threa®ened to consume his frall body. "
Here, I think we would want td say that the first phrase 'small and
unpreppssessing in appearance' is & reduced althou h-clause, the |
evidence for thispclaim being the correlative yet in the main cleuse.
When we do get sentences of this form, we seem to get pxrphrases ’
contalnlng new information, e.g. (58) (Fergus n ‘and Brunn 1969: 1h2)

B . - .

. (58) While reuqrnlng through the Pyr nees, .the réar guard -

{of the Frankish’ army, led by a noblenamed Hroud-

-lard, was cut -67f and destroyed by Basque mountaineers

in 'the pass, of Roncesvéiles.

~N\

......
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continued by a genitive: T ’ s

. . - - i (
- ! h ’ - ‘
. ; ‘ & >
- e - -
Note that it+is not necessary that topical elements appear in ‘ ) v/
. subject position. If this were the case, then there would not be a - x ¥
constraint barrlng ‘topical information from appearing in b -phrases, )

but rather a restriction on where topical informatioh must appear. k T
In (59) (Ferguson and Brunn 1969 21) Uheltoplc 'Hlttltes may be ° .

—— .

! : '
(59) a. Save for some cryptic references in the 01d
Testament and in Egyptian sources, the
Hittites were virtually unknown to history

. 7 " until the-early yeras of this century, when

‘ archaeological excavations bréught to light , ,
- the ruins of their cities and thousands of .
. . clay tablets . : '
. Through thesel, 1t has been p0351ble to re-
construét the outlines of their history.
® "c. They were a warlike people...

. h ~
Thus, tepicality may continue outside of subject position. This m&y
alsd\te illustrated interclausally. Cons1der (60) - ' _
‘ >
(60) &. leon told his gene that they had one more ’
chance. . Los .
e , b. So t hex tried agaln in Vietnam.. - ‘
c. But 9 having féiled there, leon summarily ired ' -
’ . e ~ them. ‘ . W
c'. But ¢ having failed théreﬂ&aglelde was tigir . i
only alternative.. . |
. c'."*But P having failed there, other lands were
AU ravaged by them. |
k60c) the topical element is in object position. In (60F'), the ‘
toplcal element is a genitive. s However, the topical elemert in the (

passive by-phrase in (60c") results in a bad s egtence. Thus, I.
conclude that the passive by-phrase prohibits continued topics, and
further, may be used to introduce elements which become topics. .
. o P »-
4.2, 3. Fumy’ Clefts' '
‘The cleft sentence is often used to }llustrate differences’ in
old and new 1nformat10n, e. g.,,ln the question-answer sequence in (61)

. . - . - 2
a3

: -(61) Q Who. hit. Sue? ‘ema S T o
‘e~ A It was John who/tha hit Su@u’ . . . i

| 2 3 (! ‘ | :

The informat'on 1n the that/who-clause is usually 'said to be 'pre- ¢

supposed’, with new 1nformat10n appearlngiln the clefted posltio .

We can see $hkt trying to. add ney information (such as an appositive

9

il ~-\-«ﬂrel&tive ¢laude) to t¥e presupposed propositlon in- the who/that- ﬁif
clause seems q‘*tewmkk-462l_“*“_d not be an answer to (6 l) . T
*° ' e —— ' r
s 2271t was John that hit Sue, who is a really e LT

beaut1fu1 glrl.
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I have found ano%her type of cleft sentence in which Rhe that-
clause conbalns new information which may serve to allow a shift in
“topic. onsider (63) (from J. Susann-—Once is Not Enough)

(63) a. But the weekends January spent with her father
\ . i in New York, she only saw a handsome man who
’ lived to please her. .
b. It was because of these weekends that January
) discouraged all‘attempts at any "buddy-buddy" .
. relationships with the girls at scheol.
c. Having a buddy-buddy meant holiday dinners at’
their homgs and occasional weekend "sleepovers"
--on a reciprocal basis. '
4. And January had no intentions of sharing any of
*, .~  ‘her weekends-with her father. -..

In This example, the old information is found in the cléfted‘po:??§g§*?
The new infermation contained; in the that-clause may indeed become
topleal as evidenced by the pronoun their in (63¢) referring to the
) girls at school' of (63b). And although (63d) returns to the main
topic, 'January', it could have felicitously contalned more information

-

about 'the glrls at school' as a subtopic. -

M . N ’

bl 5._ y and a Prospectus for Further Investigation

-5.1. Summary . e

* I have shown here that & number of syntactlc constructlons and
restrlctlons on syntactlc constructions may be explalned by viewing
discourse as a communlca%;yexact in vhich a-speaker may talk about
different things, or, in my terms, a speaker may move from one toplc
_to another. T have attempted to show that backward pronomlnalizatlon
and inﬁgrsententlal prqnomlnéilzatron depend crucially on the speaker's
having establlsmed a topic. To be am established topic,.a sentence
-element must gain a high degree of topicality within a“discourse.
Topicality is a property of an element in discourseg;: which reférs to
the adequate description of that elemént and to its communicatlve
relevance to the @1scourse.. : S

I have shown -that Kuno's (1972) sbatement of the conditions on
badkward pronomlnallzatLSn is not well- grounded,,since _the bas1s of
“This argiiient rests on an undefined notion of the term topic. I have
presented a definition of topic, i. e.?h 'what is belng talked about',
,-and have tried to demonstrate some ways in which topics may be
introduced and shifted. The shifting of topics has been shown to
correlate with specific sentence constructions. .
What I hope has emerged from this thesis is thdt the notlon

topic(s) of-a discoursé must be made a part of linguistic.theoxy.inw .__.

, order 'to_explain syntactic structure in context. Anrd beyond that, an
adequate definltlon of what linguistic mechanisms ‘may be employed to
establish a toplc need to be defined or we will be left with descriptiv
terms, such as Kuno™ s predictable theme. We»need toInvedtigate the
communicative properties of sehtences and sentence elemenys, i.es,
what speaﬁgrs or writers do with 11ngu1stlc entities. I ‘have sug Jgted

 ‘one such property\,toglcalltz
1 88
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° " 5.2. Looking Ahead T~ **¥"
I-view this thesis as only a pilot st dy into the realm of the
communicative propertles ‘of linguistic entities. I believe.thet an
~ exhaustlve treatment of these properties will lead to an.explanation
of why sentences in context are structured the way they are. I=will »
.~ suggest in this sectrbn several factors which I Jelieve must be taken.
into account in such 'a study. . . i
First, I believe that the genre of discourse will be a parameter.
I have used the terms conversatlonal dlscourse , 'question-answer . -
diseourse', 'expository descrlptlve discourseT, » 'argumentative discourse'. . -
These terms need refinement and definition. Also, I think.it is safe’
-, to say that part of the definition of 'type of discourse' will be a e e T
X .notion of discourse structure, i.e., the communicative function of;
" particular sentences within the 31scourSE‘”—"fEEE?_IﬁEe;;gi;tionshlps.

v Second, the role of shared information between speaker and hearer
‘ or writer analreader will need to be plnned down. I:have ﬁrled to avoid
! + this complication in this study, but much of what I have sargued for here, -

. especially which are the topical elements in & discourse, becomes harder
. . to determine wh#h two speakers share a great deal of knowledge. £

transcribed conversation between intimates can be almost incomprehensible

to an outsider. Validating a’theory of communicative properties of ‘ : (
_ sentences and sentence elements is_much more difficult when much of & = _, .

conversation is-unspoken, yet implicitly communicated and understood. - ;

Thirdly, some way of testing the reality df the proposed, communica-~ .

- tive properties is needed. Clark and Haviland (1975) hawe in fact .

proposed that speakers may employ a comprehension strategy based on the Y
division of a &1scourse into new and old information. This strategy is ) .
presumably testable By psychollngulstlc technlques ) : . o .
g Finally, when moving from the sentential level to the dlsgourszf

, “level, a gredt deal of 1mag1nat10n on thejbart of the investigator is

. heeded. Llngulstlc theory has seen many changes and will see many more.

.  pat this should not deter the 1nvest1gator from taking a stand on an .I' ¢
1ssue, for only by having a starting p01nt can a theory be refined and . "
advénced. Loy .. - . A ’

VT - . ‘. .' .t .." » i .. \ . “ ;g
- i - - Se ' : s ‘
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Footnotes  +* ' : ) .
£

¢ *This~1s a rev1sxon of my 1975 Ogmpzétate M.A. Thes1s d I owe g . ,. o
: . great .deal of thanks to Robert Jeffers, who acted as mw adviger for ¢ -
‘o this thesis, whgse encouragement_spurred me.on to.finish it, and whose... .. _ *é
" critical comments have helped me clarify fiy thoughts and Yy prose; and , B
N o) Arnold. Zwicky whose substantive and editdrial comments have been . hes
of great help toward this rev181on,.and to O ga Garnlca,.yho also served )
on my thes1s commlttee. . . T ‘
. T . ’coo
S T cdte Kuno's (1972) numberlng after example, sentences taken

directiy from his artlcle . s

-] N . $ -

vl .
QSentences from Kuno are presented: w1th Kund's characterlzat1on of
grammaticality (*, .2, ett. ). The response to sentence(ll) may well be

ct .
- . - T ! ¢

°
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Q
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i v appropriate for some speakérs. In genetal, Kuno has not provided

nearly enough linguistic or extrallngulstlc contéxt for his data to

be well understood. . - . . “
3Kuno notes that - (17a) would ‘be better with pronominalization in -

both clauses. This potentlal for both clauses.to be pronomlnallzed is

) a general source of problems in évaluating Kuno's data. I link the

- .. conditions on intersentential pronominaliZzation w1th backward pronomin-

. alization in 4.1.3.

\ " L et . b . -
l'I glve some specific ways in which one might predict that an { ’
unpredjctable theme might occur in section 2.2.1. = - ~

%

5For those speakers who find the response in (21)awkward see my
comment in section 3 on the seemingly implicit pre¢umption by Kuno
that questlons can be asked before all sentences.

*

Y
L]

6Ma.ny of the examples used in thlS thesis are taken from,Ferguson
and Bruni (1969), A Survey of European Civilization, Vol. 1, a test -
used 1n a. freshman course in Western Civilization. I have,chosen this
book ‘because 1t is written entirely in what I have termed eXpository
discourse. The. book ,is highly structured and factually oriented. It
contains a great vaﬁ/ity of declarative sentence tyges and represéents
what I belleve is informative descriptive discourse, i.e., the authorg
‘are not presenting any klnd of critical analy31s with the aim " of
convincing their reader of .some p01nt or'lents, as I try to “do in this
. thesis.« My Selectlon of genre of this sort is not meant-to imply that
- the .arguments glven hereln are applicable only to 1nformat1ve!?xp051ﬁory
discourse. I haye selected this work because it does not presume prior
knowledge of any of its centent by the reader (other than, of course, ,
a knowledge of the English language and the shared. Weltanschauung of -
. Enlglsh speakers) Hence we will:-not have to deal as much with an &
author 's implicit assumptions about his readership, as I do in writing )
- - - this thesis. Argumentatlve descriptive discourse, in which this thesis =,
is written, often requires that the speaker have prior knowledge of the
subjects to’ be discussed., For this studys I choose not to take this

v

,’ . additional ﬂactor into consideration, although it must be treated in ° '
o . " an extension of my theory (see .5). : * ¢
. - \‘ - . . ‘ - \ Ny

Torice (1@75) has argued that '..:there are very many inferences
. and_arfuments,; expressed in ‘natural 1anguage and not 1n terms of
- ) formal devicés, which are...recognizably valid.' He ‘argues that there
» ‘- @are general maxims governing rational comlersa,tidn,. and that a 'flouting'

B . 6f any of these conversational maxims. wild give rise to a conversational ’
gt 1mpllcature. That 1s, a speaker may violate a ‘conversational maxim with .
. . the expectation that his hearer will be able to 'work out! e reason N
. * ' why the speaker_has violated it. Grice glves an exiggle/gf flouting
i the maxim of relation: 'Be relevant'. Suppbse B,- imresponse to A's

.
inquiry abolt how a friend C is doing: at a new Job in a bank, should

'~ reply, 'Oh qu1t¢ well, I,hink; he-Tikes his colleagues and he hasn't
o been to prison yet'. In,utt 'ng that phra e, B has indeed violated
a conversatlonal maxim an «..A must regar (B's) irrelevance as only
1 ‘ "/ apparent if and only B) supposes (A) to think that C™is potentially
AR TN dishonest.! Hence has*here implicateq‘that C is dishonest. « ‘

?

N ..,' ».' . . . - / ) .
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8Kuno (1972) in the last footnote in his artlcle doeg state that
.initial bac rd pronominalized sentences do occur. He does not give
an explanation.  Further, his example, is: ' —
. (a) 1In.one of his campalgn speeches, Nixon expre5sed hrs . =
desire to reunite tthe country.- )
I have specifically avoided giving examples of backward pronominallzatlon
_of genitives as in (a). I don't ‘Enow.quite how to characterize the B
problem, but perhaps €ome examples may show that these; genltlves aré ’
of a different nature than the exdmples given in this section. First, |
cons1der ‘that a near paraphrase of (a) can be gotten without the genitive
pronoun at all, e.g. (b): ) .
(b) In a campaign speecha Nixon expressed his desire to .
reunite the country. - .
A more télllng example would% .
A (c) Tém is a rather-cold person. He avoids me when X {_ .

needthim. On the other hand, whenever (her) time
permits, Mary comes to see me wllllngly
. I find th1s sentence more. acceptable than (32a) above. Again the, -~
genitive propoun is net critical to the expression of the content of
the sentence, Thus, I belleve that it must be cons1dered as less central -
to the issues at hand. N ) ' .
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e . A Re-Analysis of NEG-BAISING in English* , -

" Jay M. Pollack - - . . :

1.'-In£rodugtion. .

A rule of NEG-RAISING (also ealled NEG-TRANSPORATION NOT—
TRANSPORATION and NOT—HOPPING) was- proposed originally in Fillmore
- (1963 to account for the sxmllarlby In meaning of (1a) and (1b).

+

(1) a. John thinks Sally hasnjt left. .

- - N -

. b. John doesn't think Sally has left.

e

.

"“Sentence (1b) is ambiguous. One of its meanings is the negation of

(2). " < : .

v .

(2) Joh thinks Sally hes left.

A}
-

while the other meaning is the same as that of (la)., It was claimed
that the déep.structure of one of the readings of (1b) is the deep
“—structurg (la) and that the pot is ralsed from the complement clause
to the main Slauseé.. N .

v -Sincesits original proposal, the rule has been used in 'several\
places as part of arguments in many different types of analyses.~
However, NEG-RAISING itself Has.never been sufflclently justlfled for
one to be able to assume its ex1stence, as many people have. This
paper, in addition ,to reviewing the published. syntactlc arguments for
NEG-RAISING and the problems they raise, 'will suggest that the rule
would be more trouble, than it is worth (part 2. ‘After,a brief look at

‘the semantic and illqcutionary factors involved (part. 3), an alternative ~

framework, namely, the one developed in Jackendoff (1972), will be

adopted and a semantic interpretation rule of NEG{ASSOCIATION will be;
proposed to replace NEG{RAISING (part 4). Then the new framework and
rule will.be testéd on the data whlch orlglnally motivated the trans-

".formatlon (part 5),. after which is a summary of the results of this

paper (part 6). ) s, o

A © - .

2. The Syntactlc Evidencé and Its Problems. ) * . .

. 2.1, Until

2,1.1. The word unt11 seems %o have the follow1ng selectional

restrictions on it: it may appear ip a ‘sentence only with (a) a durative

verb (compare (32) and (3b)) . - . 7
L . . R . - [
~ (3) a. Mary slept until noon. . '

. b. *Mary woke up.until nqon. ¢ : . - T
N 30 '
(b) with a plpral sdbject giving a punctuel verb a durat1Ve sense f

‘ (c ompare (%a) eana, (b)) | _ 193‘8 .

"' ) P e 19’0 ' .

4-0 ‘




;: - ‘ . ) \ . :. ; \ ( h) a A
. - ) . ‘ : s 5 b .
\ s . . .

Q.
A 4
,

: N (5) a.
b . S b.

.
<

‘(1)

) o; (c) w1th a negatlve QCompare (5a) and (Sb))u -

Now conslder-examples (6)- (8) : .

. : (64 *I think the tripl will ‘finish until next(month. \
I’ think the trial won't finish until next month. * * .

Guests arrived until’ 5o 'clock.
*The Brazilian ambassadon arrived untll 5
= N .

° . \
\

I didn't get my present untll Thursday
*¥T got my present until Thursday. o ;j

A
s

QS I don't “think the trlal,will finish until next month.
s A . [} - .
oL If sentence (8) were merely the rleggtion of (6), then it would be
RO ungrammatical, like {6) is. However, since (8) is grammatical, the
AT argument goes, it must have come from (7) by NEG-RAISING, thereby
satléfylng the requirement that untll co-occur with a negatlve in the

» . same sentence. * - .

- - v

T The dbove data were fIrst notrced—by—Klima-(}96ﬁ§ ;He"alson——~——————
4~"fQund sentences like the fol;ow1ng t \ 'j cL

At v

-3 -3

b.
c.
d.
e.

She is too "weak to ﬁave another child until 1978 g
Bill 1s afraid to leave until his mother .comes.

I doubt he will arrive until next week: \ -

My digt forbids me to eat until mealtime. © L
. Scarcely’ anybody ekpected him toresign until s

. next year. .
M ."-‘« I . o R o- . .

(N

None'pf these examples contains{an overt negative anywhkre in the /
sentence, yet they permat a .construction with until. To handle these
cgses, Kllma proﬁdsed a rule of -NEG-ABSORPTION whldp, instead of ,
. ‘ raxslng a negative, would delete the°lower/negat1ve, if there were g

o . not\or an ‘1nh5§§ﬁtiy\negat1ve constituent' (irtoswhich class would
o L ] fall forbid, too, afrald, doubt,escarcely in the main sentence. Thus

' ' (8) w0uld have a structure something Tike (}0)and NEG, would apsorb - -~
NEGl, g1v1hg the surface structure of (8). ; RN '

*

(1@) T NEG, think [tHe tridl NEGy will £inidh until next
wor QFT s week.] 3
e e A, 5‘/ \"_ - g 3 ,
~_ + 1 ~, This rule presents a problem for a -theory in which transformations’
are, meanlng-preservxng Lindholm (1969) points out that sentence (T7),
whlch ‘has the ‘same meanlng as (8), has a different underlying structure,
> pamely, like (i 0), but without NEG. Thiis, twWo synonymous sentences
Ty differ, in that’- -one, (7), has one NEG and the othek, (8) has two NEGs
: T on a.more underlying level of'representation. This would imply that -,
A NEG-ABSORPTION‘changes meaning. o
o ‘ LA . There is another serious problem, as pointed ‘out in Jackendoff
(1971), for sentenCes that have a surfaar negative: .

K
N
ORI n o A
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. (J1) Bill is afraid not to leavey A :
© 7 (12) . Ali js too “clevefEhat to wa.n Coe .
N 2 ,_) @0 v, . .

I'4

If. (11)and lQPﬁave undergone NEG-ABSORPTIQN then they must, have
‘started with two negatives in the auxiliary position in the lower- )
sentence, vhich means that the base riles mus%‘ be complicated, sacri- \
flclng a. generallzatlon about negatlon for an%explanation of unt11°

rd \
.3.' If, 1nstea.d ‘of NEG-ABSORPTION we try Bresking down the

cont nJ,ng overt negatlv?/in—the lover seﬁtenc , as in (13)
so...that...not. + too

so afraid that...not + afraid!
tend to beligve...not + doubt
order...not * doubt ]
almost no + scarcely any

for until in de 19) tructure and lexical insértion: ¥

later to give the face 1tems, This solution WOy

negatlves to bé ge ea.ted in one simplex sentence Y&l the ba.se rules.
But even this Solution canhot explain the yngr:

(11*&)’ and (14b). . .

AN AL *Tdo

by *Bill-

Sentence (1ba).,, which, by iLs proposal, would heve a \egative in the
lower sentence with udntil, $ould be all rlght. If 1tl\1s suggested that
the nega.tlve in the main:claude causes the lexical insertlon rule which
forms doubt to block, then sentence (15a) would also be proh:Lb,lte&, >

which is,obviously not the case.’ - T,
T . 4 .

- (15) B, I don t, doubt. she will come. ) N
T b. Bill isn't afrald to 1eave.l : g

- . . - <

. Calling don't doubt a.nother specua.l 1ex1ca1 item is an. even more ad .

2o o SOoubD
. hoc soluticdn and doesn't even seem plausible for' the not afrald case

-3 2 Q‘I‘ag quest:Lons . . o

in (11rb)-(1hb) SN \

.
- . .

2.1k, Selegtlonal restrictions are generally agreed these da.ys (cf. 7

McQawley’“1968 Jackendoff 1972:eh. 1) to be semantic well- fc}h edness
\cond tions, rather then- syntactic,” as was supposed-in Chomsky\ (1965).
*If ‘as Jackendoff (1972) cleims, surface structure contrlbute to the
sé’ihantlc representatlon oia sentence then a syntactlc rule “
_RAISING is not -needed to atcount for sentences (6)- (15 Secti
" will ‘demonstrate how this 1s- done. B

The until data, then? is. not compelling ev1dence . for the ¢

9}“ the - sy‘ntact.lc rule., = 7 g . -

Lo
’ ’ - ‘
. . , . . . B 1 95 .. -
* . ‘.A * . Lt . >~ .
PN . s -
~ .
f

.

i,



: : . ‘ Lo 193 .
# - A‘ ] ’_ v . T , X . ; e ’
R L X5 5.2.1. R. Lakoff (1969) discusses NEG-RAISING and tag.questions,, \\\
o .+ © ., \{ Tag questions are usually formed containing opposite polarity fromg ’
. bhe main sentence with respect to qegativitj, as in the following
exanmples: ‘ T * . . ' oo .

) N L
te 4 ,

ty

9

‘
Pt P e

N A . (16) "a. .Joan is coming, isn't shel ., - .. v

b. Joan isn't coming, is she? = o < ‘

(4
..

. o ’ ' ! - t
“: ~ , vhereas tags with matching polarity are either 'ungrammatical or
. .o » .+, quite different in megning, generally sarcagbic™ . v

of

' :oel . . P Yo ' N
L o (17) * a. Jo#n has left, has,she?' . . ‘ ‘ .
oo .t col " b. *Joan hasn't.left, hasn't -sha? R ; :

< M L t-, -

' ¢ N R -

- . > Tags afe usua%}y permitted only on the toﬁ:sentence:
e .\ ~ B

! s : o L .
. < . (18) a. Yggi hopes the Mets will win,, doesn't hel~
. . A b. ¥Yogi hopes the Mets will win, won't they?
’ . 3 . e . \

But under certain circumstanges, they are permitted on the complement

a ’ .. + sentence: : - ’ Voo .

[ A -~ C . - M

AN - s (19) I suppose the Phillies won't wik'will, they? . . -. ° . .
) . 5 .(20) *I suppose the Phillies won't win, don't I? > - . ’
\\\ . (21).-*1 doﬁjt~suppp$e the Phillies will win, do I? v o
Lakoff says that the tag is formed from the 1ower'sqptence because
- . suppgse is being used as a performstivel and for that reason, (20)
and (2L1) are out, sinee performativés may not be.questioned or negated.
Now congider (22) and (23): ‘ \,' - .
R (22) #I don't suppose the Phillies will win,~won't they?
(23) " I don't suppose the Phillies will win, will they? -
S . . s . ) /.
. - ) iZ\%hQEF sentences, suppose is used performatively, so the tag is |
formed“from the embedded sentence. ' In,(22); oﬁposite polarity produces
. a bad sentence and (23) is acceptable, even though, thé teg matches in .
;o polarity an the performati#e.seems to be negatqﬁa, Lakoff ¢laims that
) the not originated in the'lower sentence and was moved by NEG-RAiS&NQ,
so that when the tag.is formed, the polarity will be opposite and the
performative is not negated in deep structure. The apparent,oddness
of (23) is. explained by deriving it from. (19). - .. e -

~.

A

2.2,2.  Jakendoff (1971) has two objections to tﬂ;é atcount. fgg ‘
first-4is tha¥ the verbs suppose, guess, imagine, and suspect, whi¢h .

-, would work in the examples (19) and (23) do not undergo NEG-RAISING -
inthe following examples. T Lot :

+
/ ° . ’ . .
‘

/et the ‘Phillies hadn't won. 7

\} supposed ,
(24) Steve imegined .

guessed

suspected

“ o/
co !
' [

—
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. . Al s ' ' \ ’ . .< . lgh
yao ! “syppose ) N '
* (25)’ Steve didn't imagine ‘that the Phlllles had won. '
| —o‘ \._ J ) gues.s tt ., ‘. .
, 3 suqsec - - . ' .
2 PN

There are many speakers for whom the’ Sentences in §25) are not para-
. phrases of those in (24), so NEG-RAISING cannot be at. work here (in &,
theory where transformations are meanlngdpreserv1ng) .
Secondly, for most NEG-RAISING verbs, the mode} (19) and (23) is
* fine, but for think and believe, we get : ) \

s

o (26) "a. I don't think they'll wir, will they?
. b. I don't belidve they'll win, will &hey? \

These should have come from the very much worse 627)
’ [ [y . s
(27) a. *I think they won't win, will they?
b.?*I belleve they won't win, will they? .
{ .

- —Since -NEG-RAISING is optlonal these last two ought to be good, but for

some feason, they aren't. >

These ‘problems put a questlon on? the “whole tag-question argument
ahd they ralse doubts as to whether tag questiens are really that simple .
a matter at all. “(See sections 3.2.4 and, 5.2 for some dlscusslqp) "

Even if independent evidence shows that NEG-RAISING is indeed. a trans-

formational rule,‘hqy can these examples be eyxplained?
- ! Lo )
2.3+ Parentheticals - - by RS
—2.3.F. Ross {1973) notices that the class of verbs which can appear L
as, flnal-p051t10n negative parentheticals is the same as\the class )
that undergoes NEG-RAISING as demonstrated in (28) ' . -

(28) a.. -We're-not in Lompoc yet,, I don' t,thlnk ,

o b, *e haven' E\réECheQ\g\ngfiyslon, we didn't clalm. )
’ b}
Since, as Ross claims, negative parenthetlcals, upllke positive ones,
may only ¢ccur after negatlve sentences as ih 29), . ( * A
- R ERN
(29) .a. *Harvey has eYeveh toes, I don' 't think. . T
O b.\ ?hé fiscal year ‘had (not) been encouraglng, they :
‘ ' ;) | realized. , . o -
o &

Oss proposes that EG-RAISING be spl;t into two parts, NEG-COPYING
;le optlonally copies'a negatlvq.from an embedded sentence to the
er sentence whose main verb is think, guess, believe, etc. .and NEG-

°

DELETION which deletes the lower NEG when a cgpy has been made. ' .

2.3,2. There have een other-cases in the llterature where movement :© ,
rules have been claimed to “be really a copying rule plus a deletion *°
frﬁlé (fgr example, Perlmutter 1972). The questidn has beén raised
as tb whether all moyement rules might not be reanalyzed in this way.
If this’ were to be the case, then the constraints mentioned in Ross’
(1967) wh1ch<apply to chopping rules would really be comstraints on

- ?(}',A [V . ) “19"/' o ) . )

ko,

N
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/‘ g L delz}ions. Neubaue# {1970) claims, that some. deletlon -rules v1ola.te .-
.Ros¢g{'s con%rra:\.nts, ‘but his-examples are not compelling. Im Bhe case
of NEG-DELETION, this would never come up anyway, since the or1%1nal .
) NEG—RAISING rule was not an unbounded movement rule. . .
Lan " <<, There are still prohlems with the copy-plus—-delete a.nalys:\.s, ‘.
L ) -however.' In 'genera.l the deletion rules would all have to mention . |
AR P - ‘“the same environments as thélr partner ying rules’ and“must .
N “ s obl;.gator11y2 apply to delete the: orlglcxg constitpent, a.fter it"is .
* N o copled. . Thus NEG-DELEI’ION is obligatory, prov1dmg that the* complement
> structu;e necessary for NEG—COPYING has not been dls;urbed by, the
T *«. intervening (in Ross's analy31s) rule SLIFTING wh1ch ‘sreposes the L. ¢
LT T e " émbedded sentence. Tha.t these same conditions should apply to ajl these .
> * deletion rules seems -questionable. - U e
i , -+ There is an a.d'dltlonal problem for: NEG—DEI.JE.‘I'ION - Most of these
o f de,le'tmon—of—a—copy rules. will’ not ¥ind their: structural ‘descr:.ptlons
wa ot e met wnless the. copylng -rule has just applied. But ‘Ross notes tha.t
i . T sentences with two NEGs ¢ fn Texist without the “copying rule. In these
R ‘; s cases\NEGs-DEDE‘I‘ION must not apply, even tho\lgh its structural description
R . is sqtlsfled Thus (BOanust be prevented from becoming (300) . '

T 4 . i \\\, (30) a. I NEG beliéve [we NEG will have a recession. fl
A T . ‘b, \,I don't belleve we will have’a recession.

\ o .

N -~ N ' 1
. 5,

e ..‘\- e . 'his is the Sdhe problein encountered by NEG-ABSORPTION (see
S~ A .Y . section2.1. 2),, to whlﬁNEG—DELETION begrs a-strong resemblanca. ‘
. M ~ Jackendoff's (1972) discugsion of an alternative treatment of .

. ’ A parenthet:\.eals will be 'brought up 1n section 5. 3 S, . °

.
S - - - - Ne

. ot . 2.4, The 1ate fuless ) ) e
T Ll g - . B .
. Q.fx\.‘l. “Lifidholm (1969) brlefly ment:\.ons sentences 11ke .

. . . (‘ k4

N e / : (31)4« I don't, think Jokn loves Marsha: anymére, but she
. T . . *‘ doesn't rea.l:;ze it yet. i . _

[ I -t . - \ .
The ’I’tv preasumably’ refers “tp. the cla.use John doesn't Tove Ma.rsha. anymore
and is 1nserted by a pyle-of SEN‘I'ENCE—PRONOMINALIZATION For “this. LR
pronomlnallzatlon-un r—1dent1ty rule to havé a.pplled the first part

£ (31) must hate,.at}some point, in the derivation, contained the phrase
John doésn't -1dye Mirshavahymore® 1nﬁor.dei' for the iddntity to have
obtained between it }nd the -same Qhrasq in the second conjunct.
" After SENTENCB—P?ON’OMINALIZATION applies, NEG-RAISING 11fts~the
negatlve ih the. flrst conjunct . .

Te N . - . “ Y
2.1;22:, Obse’rve the foilo;tmg phenomenon' v . . N

N " ¢ lﬁ .
T ..(32:)5 B He s cognng and -L cam _guess why he's comlng : )

o b. He's comlng and ‘1 can guess why. )

Sentence (32b) comes f'rom (328.) ~b? a rule " described in’ Ross (1969),

cglled SLUICING, aitiich.deletes all of the last clause except the o
questlon, word (and a preposed p‘reposltion, optlonally) when it is an
embedded questn.on a.nd 1dent,1ca.l to, a.nother.. part of the sentence (or of% o

: e . Y - . o
. “
e 190 BN .

.
.
- ’ e o o .o

1o
\
.f
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a previous sentenee)
why...not may also optlonally be undeleted, although whx:not is

a.

*‘(33)

L - cdming. } : r
b.

. - He's not, coming and I can guess why not.
Ca : ;‘ i d *He s gpmlng and I can guess why not.

¥

., Sentence (éh) shovs that SLUICING may also delete under identify
"an embedded sentence. .t i
/
-,

(34) ;I know he's'not coming and I can g#bss why noff

[3 .
- -

s . But now consider (35), where there is no surface not in the ¢
\> _sentenge: . o

.
. L}

.

L’ (35) I don't think he'

’ e

, suggests’ that the first part of ‘the sentence contained the
not ¥coming at the point when- SLUICING applled otherwise tQu

%+ be any identity to allow SLUIGING. \ %,

i
. Notice that in. sentence (36 . 2 “ )

_ (36) Mary doesn|t think he's .coming an;\;\can . 3

. hot. .- [}

.. ) \4 . ‘. . I 7

‘the why not can refer'to the main verb (i.é. SLUIGING mi

to I can guess why Mary doesn't thlnk that:..), Qqut this xi
make sense xn (35), wherg the not supposedly originates_ 1'

sentence and’ NEG-RAISING takes place after SLUICING :

. " ) ﬁ

In the following sentences , &

2.h.3.

- : ) h e ¢ M
: : (37) a. *The Phillies will ‘win and the Mets .wgr
. b.. The Ph1111es‘won t w1n and the Mets

c.’ The Phillies won't wln and neither wﬁ

«
4 a

it is seen that for either. to appear, there must be avﬁe
¢ implied negative) in both*clauses: And for neither t¢ s%
addition to negativity in both econjuncts, the VP parts ¢

oo , must be identiecal ¢cf. Klima 196L), ‘since the rule 'of VP

near, $

. " another conjunct as 1n (38), - ) ) g

(38)

XX would accom any the nelther-frontlng, Thus (37b) is an
Y of;(37c) W _consider (39)

F-
]

The Phlllles w111 ‘win an& the Mets wgn't

-

The sentences in (33 show that ‘the not‘eu
obv1ously wrong where th/;e/was no original negatlve, as in (33-%;
He s not coming and I can guess why he's nn‘?

He's not. comlng and-I can guess why . ' f\

-sdipg doesn't o
fthe lower -

tive (or an

n N .
the conjuncts
DELEFION~ .+ . . = °
(defended in Rosé’l969) which\deleted.a VP on 1dent1ty‘§o a VP in e T »

"..' e/ "!.
3arller‘Tornf e e

]r

n't win either. '
h the Mets.

/‘

- . -
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: (39) I don't think the Phillies yill win and neither .will * °
vt .. . . the Mets. p v ., .. . . )
. ‘ . . ) " N . v

‘ . At the.point fn the derivation where the ﬂeitheF.is to be froﬂtéd,'ther'
. two conjuncts must be identical and negative. A deeper structure for
. .. (39) might be (ko). - o R

\. - . . a . .-.
A » - . (b0) I think the Phillies woh't win and yhe Mets won't ™
) L o : - " win, too. ¢, o - = X

1 A -t

., . -This igplies that’ too, &hich appears in positimé conjunctions, -changes.
- - to'either in negative cases and that the, change to a fronted,neither
. -iricludes VE* DELETION (and its requisite identity of:the conjuncts) at _
CM . some point. Even if these.details aré not exactly right, the argﬁment
.. +1s the same. The not must have originally been in the embedded
- . -sentence and NEG-RAISING applies after *the conditions for neither®,
C. are met. - oot ’ . . *

! -

. S .

2.5. The ordering paradox . : : ) . .

¥ . v 2,5.1. What the three rules discussed in section 2.4 have in common is’
.. + 777 "thé folloﬁiﬁgﬁ"Théy”all'appiy toconjoined structures;{ and the

. deletions or anaphora that occur as.a result.of their application ajll

‘take place (optionally) under identity between the deleted material and

. - some other part of the sentence. If there is no trule of}NEG-RAISING,

* the 'identity'sunder which.these deletions would occur must be modified.
. _ See section 2.5.4. for a discussion™of this possibility. . .

. o Lt -, . ¢

2.5.2, Without a redefinition-of 'identity', a préviously ‘unnoticed

problem arises. Takoff (19%0) claims that NEG-RAISING is cyeclic, as

seen with sentences of the type (41). ' :

y;:.,,.

-
[N

. ()1) a. I think CLiff believes Suban doesn't love him.
) b. I think Cliff doesn't believe Sus loves him.

c "7 o. T don't‘think CLiff believes that Susan loves hid. -
i L ¥ " But consider the example sentences.iﬁ section 2.b. Th§ structure of :
. . these sentences is (very generalized) like (42). .
» . ! ’ . te
- ()42) S ' - . . A
. - > O3
. N ;/,//”’ r\'"“--_~§ . . :
< & 0 X 51 conj .. Sy .
o . ' S PO - . MRS € S ) ’
,1 s e . “ . 1 R . . . . 1 . .
* If NEG-RAISING is cyclic as sdégested, it would apply;qp the S1 and :
\q . Sé cycles before the S3 cycle. , However, the examples in section ?.h
i show that NEG-RAISING must follow the three rules, all of which would.
- not apply- until the S3 cycle is begun and all Sl'énd Sp cycle rules
) . ~ havé ﬁzgighed. (For example in’ sentence (35), the structure would be ‘
— A, - SO . e
. ) T L T e We » Co
s . : . . . . - « . ‘ . .
Ty * : - ‘
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. ' < . Sl ‘and - So .. o, ) .
- - e | ST )
.. ( . . - . . , - I 2 <
- I thlph S3 . I can guess Sy . . . . '
- K /\ /\ . . .. 1
) " he is not coming why he. is not coming ' ' .

If NEG-RAISING is cyclic, it should apply en ti€ S, cycle and SLUICING -
,Should #pply on the S5 cycle. But we have seen that NEG-RAISING st v
follpw SLUICING on the SS cycle. ’ N \\\\' T '

* 2.5. 3 Hav1ng NEG-RAISING apply.ou the\S5’cyqle medns oné of two
T thlngs (i) NEG-RAISING is not followimg the principle of. strict,

cycllclty (cf Chomsky 1973) which states essentlally that /rules [~ . .

N cannot in effect return to “earlier stages of the cycle‘dfter the . ’
derivation has moved to larger, more intlusive-domains' (p: 243); K .

- (ii) NEG-RAIPING'is a post-cyelie rule; which means that it need not 4 .

: follow the strlct cycllclty pr1n01ple.£fr . . o

~
a

- 2.,5/:3.1. But there are problems with both of these alternatives. Even'
I though the sentenéesin (L41) are con31stent with‘a post-cyclic NEG-
RAISING rule. (ii) cannot be’ the case forgthe followrng reasons. - C
Con31der the follow1ng palrs of sentences: ﬁ" .

»

. * (hh) a.. Both Mutt and Jeff think that this theory won't ., -
- last *until, Thursday. . YT
b. Both-Mutt and Jeff don't think that this theory ’ :
. will last until Thursday.‘ . .
. ¢ C. Nelther Mutt nor Jeff thinks that they theory w1ll ) - g
N " - last' until Thursday. - o o

’ « N
In the derivation’ (hha) o “(b4b) to (blec) NEG-RAISING must precéde the
_ rule that incorporates the NEG into the both...and to give neither...’ T

nor. However im~(45), o . . : \\ T «
«(bs) a, I thifk that hoth Mutt and Jeff w1ll not give LSA
" n papers,thls year: ‘.
. © . b I think that neither Muth nor Jerf will give LSA . S
/ S . - papers this year. = L
) T <. I don't think that elther Mutt or Jeff will %Eve . . d o
- : - LSA papers this year. ' =

d,*~I.don't think, that both.Mutt and JefT w111 give LSA i
papers thls'year. -

- o . R
-, '
o the rule'incorporating the NEG must precede 'NEG-RAISING in order to get |,
from (45a) to (45b) to (WS5c), -If NEG-RAISING applied first to ’(hsa), R
thén (454), which is not synonymous to 1t _would result. ° T
. The fact that. two rules must apply 1n both orders is the usual~ T o
argnment for the-.cyclicity of the rules. . oo ‘. .
’ Also eonsu}_er the fact that in (41), if @E(;f?AISING works post L ! Lo
o ' y >

-~ -
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cycllcal , then it should move the negatlve in an all-at-once moveme
~But for the rule to work at alL, the correct lexical items mus®

praqent in all the‘correct places, This would nmean that 2 rule was .
subjeet to a Boolean coimbination of the lexical ‘i which-allow %t to. |
operate.\ This type of rule government has disfavored, even by -its oyi-

ginal propgnent’ (G. Lakoff 1970b, Pr ¢e) in favor of global constraints.
Thus, a postxeyclic NEG-RAISI ule would havé”to e much more .o
comp11cated inorder to able_to iterate, Therefores NEG- RAISING is . -
eyclic. ) ' s\\\ﬂ,

o 3 .

3.2, If it is\cyclic, We~can first of all considér the possibility .
of its Yeing highest-trigger cyclic. This runs into the same problem.
Justegiven above:r it must iterate.

It might be claimed th&at NEG-RAISING could_be’both hlghest-trlgger
cyclic and itexative, i.e., that it moved the qegatlve up ohe sentence
at a time (cheqklng for the approprla%e environment on eaclh cycle), dbut
that it only applled on, the trlgger cycle and‘fepeated 1tself'ﬁntil it
‘reached the ,trigger cycle. ‘e hat ' .Y,

But this means that the rule would “be” applylng to a clauseASpb- ~
‘ordinate to the main elause” of that cycle. Jackendoff (1972: ch. 9).
goes through some ekamples ,of the. follow1ng type to show what would
happen if rules could iterate like this.

Suppose we have a sentence like (46) o . - ¢ 3 ) , >

-
. - A,
N ¢

' (hﬁ) . Anita said that Ruth passed the plpexto Bonnle. R .
. ' &
On the first cycle, PASSIVE applles g1v1ng (hT)

s ) ~ .
. ‘ ) ‘ \

. (LT) ‘Anita sa1d that the pipe was passed to Bonnie by Ruth,

AN
13

On the follow1ng cycle PASSTIVE's struqtural description is me
again. A NP may often.bée passiwized from a PP directly follow1ng,
verb as in The bed was slept in by Kllroy_ If PASSIVE applles aggin,

the result is (48) “ .
5 ' 4
(48) *Anita said that Bonnie was been passed to by -
p1pe “by Ruth. . N

. o
3 . N M . .

which is obviously an ungrammatical'sentence. So there -are good

reasons why transformations ﬁust not be allowed to iterate. This is -

the motlvatlon behlnd the - sbrlct cycllcliy principle.s .
If the NEG-RAISING rule is successive cyelic,,. having it follow .

SLUICING in (35) aY¥so violates the strict cyclicity principle. Also |

in'this case, there is thé problem of how-to prevent N G-RAISING from

N T A

"

“a

applying on the §), cycle, Swhich comes first. wnIf the claim is made ... - -

that SLUICENG VP DELETION or SENTENCE PRONOMINALIZATION are post- .
'cycllc, then an ordering paradox exists.  Notice that having non- . he J
extrinsically ordéred rules will not help here, since even most people

who do not accept ordered rules atcept the notlon of the eycle--and «

a cyclic rule which must follow a post=cyclic (or .at least hxgher-

cyclic) rule will still produce a paradox. .

. . .

‘e . .

. /2N ~ .

. . - ~
. . . ~
. “ .
. .
-~ \ . - R
“ Pl 2 Y . . . ’
. . ‘ ¢ .
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Faced with these obstacles, the’ condltlon on identity must be o | =

. L e ~. o . . C, . ¥
2.5.4: If we can redefine thé 'identity' under shich the anaphora. S
rules work, then we can allow NEG-RAISING to apply first and then,let . .,
the rules apply under our newly defined identity. ThlS has' been L :
prgposed by Grinder and Postal (1971) where they say 'grammars must, N
allow certain transformatlons to apply at one point in = derivation to

some phrase marker PMl, subject to a-segantic identity condition statable '
“only at .a different stage of the derivation on the phrase marker PMj, o=
where PM1 and PM are non—contlguouSJ The link between these’ two s; ages
;s the‘nothn of correspondlng}censtltuent...and has been described... C Fe

'\’ag & Global Derivational Constraint'. LS

Specifically in this gase, the 1dent1ty conditién’ on SLUICING-Jhd Coes T |
the others will be something like (h9) S - :
. » .
N (h9) Two conjuncts which differ opnly in that the’ first has )

L . had a negatlve raised out of ic by an appllcatlon of

. “ NEG-RAISING while the second conjuict retains the :
- nepatiye W1l%.be censidered identical for the purpose
* of the rule. ' . )

o - * 4
So, NEGnRAISING will be cycllc and precede all of these rules, but w111 B .
not affect the ldentlty.under which the anaphora is created. .’

Compared with' .some, of*the derivational constraints that -have
appeared in the literature, (49) is not that. wnusudl (4ssuming that the
modifigations mentioned iIn footnote 3 and any others that might be .

. : ’ - N

. discovered can be. implemented without too,much trouble), but then there .

o

.

" wdll be no say to prevent fentence (50). N , o . . ) ; .

. s - fog . S -

.0 (50) ”B;ll dldn't believe that‘John would come until tomorrow -
. ‘ and I believed it, too. n . .

. ¢ N - 3

1] N ‘ .
G. Lakoff (1970a: féstriote S)/speclflcally deals with £;IE sentence and | o :
says that it is prevented by the fact that \SENTENC £-~-PRONOMINALIZATION .
may not occur in this case because the two conjuhects are not identical. .’
NEG-RAISING has applled in-the first but not the second, so'there-is a
not in the second- conjunct not present in the flrsﬁa But this,is just
the condifion.descnibed-in (49). In order for sentence (31) to-be

< generated, condition (49} is necessary. So the condition must be C,

modified somehow to exclude (50). There may be a way,to do this, but - . *
it would most-likely complicate the 00nd1tlon to the point where it T - .
looks much more unw1eldy ahd ad hoc than before. # . .. ' ( o
. - :

‘2, 5.5.. To sum up thls sectlon proponents of a NEG—RAISING trans- -
‘formation are faced with either an‘ordering paradox or a fairly <y
compllcated global condltlon on 1dent1ty for -the anaphora rules. .

r - ! . - ) ~ ~ < . .

5.6, Swmary . .o © ot : :
* In this sectlon, I have presented the publlshed syntactic .arguments .

.for the rule of. NEG-RAISING and the proﬁlems they‘create. None of the

. \J . B -
3 . . . . .

- ,"293 e
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arguments is free of trgubles, whlch makes the rule hi Iy suspect, .
.bésed on the ex1st1ng syntactic evidence. In addltlon the ordering . }?-

. paradox or 1ts altérnative is a- serious compllcatlon the ana1y81s must ,
"~ face. - K . - SR v .
- ’ P After I have attempted to fOrmulate the process as a semantlc N
.- 1nterpretat10n rule, I shall return in sedtion 5 to each. of the sets - L

of data mentioned herg to seé How they would be handled in the*Inter-"~ .
. pret1ve Semantics framevork I am using.. It wi)l be seen that in some .:

caseS, the interpretive rulés have fewer troubles, although in other . "
* .oases there ure the samefprobiems as in the (1argely) Generative ‘ .
. Semantlcs approach used so far. - . ' . . T
. * v . o A N S
' “ 34 -The Semantic &nd Illocutlonary Problems Involved. ‘ -
g 3.1.. Predicates which allow NEG-RAISING - g .
* ' 3.1.1. It is well knawn that NEG-RAISING cannot apply in. every sentence'
- Ot A with a cemplement clause. The specific predlcates which allow it are few
“w - in number. “G. Lakoff" ?l970b ) refers.to NEG-RAISING as g minor rule
. ~ , The ;;;giiates which undergo t&g Tule fall into thre€ separate syntactlc
. . _classe . -
< . «
(51 th1nk belleve, suppos§ expect, 1mag1ne, guess, ;"' ' el
' - suspect, reckon, see”, anticipate, predlct., "; o '(f/
. 7« - fancy?, figure? . .o T

* (52) want, plarmon, intend, wish, feel llke, choose,
< . contemplate, be sﬁpposed to ‘mean? )
b ¢. (53)7" seem; appear, be likely, be probable?, look 11ke,
' ’ . figureto. E .

- . > .
.
¢ . s ° °

3.1.2.° The quéstion has been raised whethe? these predlcates férm - ,
natural _semantic classes or disjunctions of classes « G. Lakoff (1970a) - S
clalms that they don't, due to the fact that some people don't have all v
of these as NEG-RAISING verbg.e He also says that if there were semantie . r
. . classes, they would be cross~1anguage classes. Sincé hoffen in German Ao
.y is a NEG-RAISING verb, while’ hope in English 1sn'tQ this falgifies the LY
claim that there is & semantic class, Lakoff says. Therefore the rule ’
- 1is governealby predicates marked for.it, whether 1t is a syntactlc ory
- <+ ., ‘semantic rule + Q; DR
= . Nevertheless, sigply marklng ‘the ind1v1dual verbs as uﬁ&erg01ng SR
) the rule or not ig' a very arbltrary method: and maKes the claim that . -
these predlcates are all learned as €xceptions ‘ta_the usual case (i.e.’, .
: NEG-RAISING is not allowed). Intu1t1ve1y this seems to.be wrong. It N S
would be very convenlent to say‘that-one can predlct from the meanlng
of a verb, whether, or not it will allow NEG-RAISING. . e
Some things can already-be said about’ the types of predicates that
N are or are not in these classes. Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1970) note 1‘
. v . that factive terbs mey not undergo NEG-RAISING. G. Lakoff (1970a) ~s. - "
> \ attempts to explain this with an-idea from Dw1ght Bolinger that the - v
AR farther away the negative is moved from the verb 1t negates,’ the_ more ) .
- . uncertainty there is concerning the assertion. For example., (ﬁha) '
and Shb) S S {;/\ . -

—

.
s . ’
. ‘. . ‘ 4 . .
S ————— .. +
N B v . . R
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3 , . (é%& a. Susan thougit Marilyn hadn' f'left g
: : " Susan didn't. think Marilyn had left. - ¢

4

3
. .
st ¥

. For &-factlxg, there is a pr@suppos1tlon that the compIement id

. true, so the subject of the sentehce could not be uncertain about it,

Horn (1971), suggests this be extended to 1nclude 1mpllcat1ve~verbs (ef:
Karttunen 1971). Thus, the suhstitutidn of reallze.ln (Sha) and (5hb)
“results in non-synonymy. g

PO These—explanations seem reasonable in thé absence of anythlng

*, better, so it sSeems qnite mgre likely that the classes of NEG-RAISING .

X

«

<

verbs are natural classes. Individual speakers may allow or disadllow .
some members of the classes, but those are’ just.individual varlatlons.
As a result,.the fact that- someone might not have NEG-RAISING for. -
ahtlclpate is an accident; the fact that they doh" have it fér realize
or even clagim is not an aCCldent -

- 3. l 3.. In’ cpnjunctlon w1th Bolinger's comment above, Lakoff mentlons ﬂﬁj?V .. N

" that there is nothing in the theory which predicts that’ the more cértai

. assertlon is when the negation is nearer the verb it negates. It could -

Just ‘as easily be the other way around. It has been suggested to me.
(Arnold Zwicky, personal ¢communicatidn P that.there may be a pergeptual

* factor involved, in-that it .might be harder to associate a negative with ' |

a verb if they are, separated. 'This would claim that the farther away
.-the negative moves, the léss the certainty -of the asser 1on whlch is B
what happens. ., .. & '~ .

" If it is not a perceptual matter, then the fact remains that (5ha)’
and ¥54b) are mot ‘exdctly synénymous. -In a theory where transformations
.preserve meaning, this lack of synonymy11mp11es different deep structures.’
Therefoge fox-sentences liké (skb) the rule is obligatory'and sensitive
to _sope semantlc 1nformat10n. Lakoff, who notices this problem, makes
no. suggestlons as “to what 1nformatlon the,rule should be sensitive to

- and I don't see either hoW to mark a sentence as undergoing NEG-RAISING

(w1thout Tesorting to an ad hoe’ feature yhnch’ls only present for NEG- ',
RAISING verbs) Neither do.I have any way of 1ndlcat1ng in an Irnter-
. pretlve Semantlcs framework how'strong 8., negaﬁEVe is. This makes -
Zw1oky's solutlon more pleas1ng, in that-it is. compatible with either
. framevork. - } s -
- When better accounts of actual meanings of words are given, this

may&énable a more general statement of what kinds of verbs allow NEG-

RATSING to, be made. Untll then, there are only vague ideat as té the ,
characteristics of the sem%g?}c classe§ involved« See Horn (1975) far
'some” addltlonal dis usslgnv* o o , \

3 2. Illocublonary factors. - ' .
3.2.1. Lindholm (1969) notices’ that- the verh_belleve, normally a NEG-
RAISING verli, does ‘rot undergo ‘the “ule in some of its uses. e v,

dlstznguishes two senses, believe it and.believe so and “notes that NEG-

RAISING only applies to bplleVeLso as in (55). & ‘
a S e
,(55) ‘a’ Bill belgeves that’ Betty won't come and ‘I don't
- . . believe-so, gither. - - -, )
. . b. ¥Bill believes thet Betty- won't come and I dop't

belleveflt either.

o Pone .

A
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' marked for NEG-RAISING. = , .
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He tries to set up t'(lo different ‘underil ying predicates i‘or the two' * .
senses of /believe, one .being: have the offinion that S, the other being
accept the claim that 8: Only the have the opinion predicate would be

e
i v e AN P S

%:3.2.2. - Kimbdll (1970) puts this observation into a mich larger

perspectlve, He distinguishes ﬂyo types of utterances; expressive and

‘-reportlve. Roughly,\expressives are expressions of states of mlnd,‘
. reportlves are assertlons. Some examples will help to 1llustrete1

The sentence 'Tt hurts' can be ‘used as an egpres31on of pain,-
much IYike a groan mlght., On/ﬁhe other hand, the same sentence cap be
used to assert that pein is fely. In the expressive sénse (the flrst
case), it does not deal with the truth value of any propdsitions In
the second case, the reportlve sénse, the sentence could be used as an
answveyr- to'q question, 'Does it hurt?'. In other'words, it 1s asserting
the truth or. falsaty of a.proposition.- .t

I For anotker example, také'Senténce (56). - 7

. . -

e

(56) oI thlnk this milk is sp01led .

[N

» 3

Sentenee-(56) can be uttered as. the response to two different’ questlons
(57) ana (570). ST T
" V(5% a. How's the milk ‘doing? - - s
) . X A h 3 9. N €
v . b. ﬂhat do you thrnk abaut the mllk. B -
) . As the answer to (57&)@_(%6) makes a medged adsertion about-the
milk, so it is expressive. As the answer to” (5Tb), (56) is an assertion
about what the Speaker thlnks, hence it.is reportive. Notlce that (56)
can be answered in two ways each respondfﬁ@“‘o one of the _senses.
(58) a. Vell, it 1sn't ne just ﬁot it. ,Eresponse to
expressivel .

pe _ b. No, you don't; you just told Mary that, it. is'

fine. Eresponse to reportlveJ . S
A4 - . 1Y ° \d

- It can be seen that as an expreSs1ve (56) makes an assertlon ébout
the milk; as a- reportlve, it makes an assertion about the sp aker's::
having a bellef towards some preposition. | . 3

Since an expressive I believe... makes/no asseztion about the .

speaker, it cannot be questioned or negate . They may make eXpressive o

séntences seem like performatlve sentences (Austln 1962). Performatives
must occur in present tense and<;n first person.” But the following
examplz% shaw that expressaves may—appear in past tense or in othér
persong! ° d 9 . .

-

.
»

?(59)\¢e.' Jerry belleves there.will be a recess1on.
‘_' 't . I thought we could keep our clothes on _for, %hls. .

>

N

R

.

A

<
s ay .» ‘ e

The answers to these sentéﬂé%s in. their expressive and reportive 'senses,
respectlvely, would be (60a) and §60b) , L e )

s
EE P »
', - 1

- (60) a, " No, there’ won‘tigﬁo.we can't. . Q $
> ¢ b."No, he doesn't, no you d;dﬁ't. T
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So expressives are not as restrlcted as performatives, : '
This express1ve-report1ve -distinction condltlons the ch01Ce Qf
R  the ‘pronoun so or, ity as in (61&) and (6lb) oo, 5, .

. . . "

- © O (61) a. He says leon has res1gned but I don't believe }h
its. Creportivel. ) r.
. “*  b. He says Nixon has resigned, but I don't belleve T
. "¢ SO. 'Eexpress1ve]
3.2.3. Klmball claims that only exPre331ve sehtences may undergo NEG-
. . RAISING. This ‘would explain LindhoMn's. *facts about believe so vs. .
o ) believe .it. Furthermore, Kimball says that the expressive quality cannot ik X
reside “in-the 1nd1v1dual lexical items themselves, but must be a quallty
* of thé wHole sentence. 'If this were not so, theh each of the NEG-RAISING -.
A - verbs’ would have-tp be marked as ambiguous,-with only one of the i o
' meanlngs allow1ng EG-RAISING. If an 1mportant generalization is not.
to’be lost we musYy say that all of these express1ve verbs mu t have
.Some semgntlc characteristics in common. v
-, , Hevrein lies the problem. How is the. expressive character of a
sentence to be represented forma11y° This' point will be taken up again
shortly. R . S ' /

<

A

> 3.2.4, The expre331ve-report1ve class1flcat10n is capablg of explagfing
.several othet: phenomena. * L

. .. As is well known, all~English modal verbs have. two meanings, root
and espltemlc.‘ For 1nstance ﬁmx - . ,or
R . o~ . T el L i : 1N
- e ¢ (62 He may eat his dinner. C[root meantngv- permlss1oﬁ] :

Eeplstemlc meanlng posslbilltyj

- »

-

Mpst of, the modals (can, must$ ﬁlght w1ll, should, etc.), used v
_eplstemlcally, denote some kind of possibility or probablllty, thus the

- sentencés they are 1n have some kind of truth value. Therefore they

must be reportlve. So, nQ expressive senténceé may contain an eplstemlc

N Inodel - o . . ' .’
) o Fuithermore, since the predicates used_in Sentences with NEG- \
. RAISING are stative, they cannot take root modals,-either. This mean’s >
that the presence of any modal verb in a sentehce will block NEG-RAISING .
. And th1s is soj ‘compare (63) with (6h) and (65) = . . —
. ,' 463) a. .She belieyés that he'doesn't cheat on her.
2 ‘ v b. = She doesn't believe that he cheats on her.
—_— (64) “~a. She can believe that he doesn't cheat on her.
e e o * b. #5She cannot believe,that he cheats on her.

- (65) .a. She may believe that he doesn't-cheat.on her, . -
<, b. #She may not helieve that he cheats on her. . \
. " . - \ -

- S It also seemsAthat expnes51veanssnmy heve something to do in tag
" questions.—R. Lakoff' (1969) claims that the ungrawmaticality of . - o
' .._' sentence’ (66.) s due to the-fact that suppose is being used as a . !

performatlve and performatlves may not be questioned (or tag-questioned).

v . . . ¢

- (66), *#T suppose the Phllllés w1ll win té??nnant don't I?

.

: S . L M .

. ERIC~ N S
Arui et provd c « ) ‘ :
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whereas from (67) the tag—formatlon precedes NEG-RAISING, is thag both\

N R

~ Kk R A

o .
L

ﬁ§he ¢Daims that +in these performatmve cases, and- only in, these, the tag -

formed from the complement sentence, Viz. (67)

.
R v % b

- ' (67) I suppose thé/;hlllles won iy w1n, will they?. T

FREY
] )

She.gen ra11Zes this to all: normal cases, in whlch she clalms the . X "

.‘tags .ar formed oné sentence. dowp from an abstract performative. Her,

explanatl n for wny (68f\has the tag formed after NEG-RAISING
' 4

'?(68) Steve doesn t suppose the.Phillies will win, does he? -

-

tag—formataon and NEG-RAISING are cyclic.rules end in (67) and (
formation 1s ajplying on dlfferént cycles.,: -

tag-

tives,. using sen enFes Tike (69).\ \’? C .

A

I\amaglne the 'lle1n, won‘t they? '~ . _ .
. I think they'll, win, won't they? -

\
- N N

. where thlnk, 1maglne end belleVe cannot be cqnsidered as performgtives.

These sentences,\while not: perfor tive, are exXpressive, It
seems that thé tag is fprmed on. the sentence that is asserted. 1In (68) -
the main clause is asgerted, so the tag 1% based on:it;”end in *(6T) the - .
complement is' asserted, .the tag is based on the complement .

Hooper (1974%) discudses thes cagses where tags may be.formed on’ a
complement clause. She di tlngulshes classes of verbs which gllow thls,
the classes of hers wglch ake of intefest ar the wesak hssertlvé verbs
~and theqseml—factlve verbs. ) The weak. assertltes are the. group listed -
above in” (51).as NEG—RAISING erps. The semm— actives, which do not
allow NEG-RAISING, are shown iy (70) and 71) .

i

.

' . % ~ \\: Pad
- {70)- knowa notice, sge,- obseny , realize, recall, etc“
71) a« I°know you'wXe, been. at the coo ies agdin, haven' }
. you‘? vt
b. I notice %he. refrlgerator is léaklng, 1sn't it? 3
c. I.realize he's just €aten 42 eggs, hasn't. he?
d.

I recall she was a. lumberjack"then, wasn't she?

Hooper (13) adds the dondition for, complemént tags that.it must be a '
'speaker assertion’. All of the sentences ln (ML) will be bad if I.is ’ »5R
replaced by arry or ;f the main clanse is’ put into. past tense.' Tn =
addltlon, some other members of the gemi- fatt}v@‘ciaSS, discover and

find out, do not allow complement tags “because . the§gcannot be used in = °
first person presehnt assertions. This.is the-case as with the NEG-RAISING”‘

N

4

a“

\‘ I believe they'Il win, won't they? ) ‘ <zr'7 .

.(.

'. verbs. Notlce‘that the sentences in (TQ) are bad ' s .
' ] L . -
) . (12) a. *Steve doesn't supp05e ‘the Pnillles w111 w1nh Wlll
: ) . they? . e
A . b. *I believed the Elyers were wlnning, weren't they? .

. ) ’\
What this suggests is the seml-factlves, l e the NEG—RAISING verbs, may -
be used in both express1ve and reportlve sé tences. H00per S assert1Ve/

L 23()53 " . :5fx, -
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L and<report1 e may have effects in several areas of the grammar.
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non-assertlve distinctions_sre 1mportant,.but they crosscut the o
expre§s1ve/r§port1ve distinction rather than replace it, Complement
tags can be formed only 1n expressﬁve sentences which contain these
two classes of verbs, the ‘sémi-factives, being of no_further 1nterest,ta
us’ here.

The foregglng answer$ Une of Jackendoff's complamnts to the tag
argument glven +in ‘section 2. claimed that verbs like s suppose, guess .
and others, 3ch allow NEG-B&G in frames like (67), do not allow -

EGkRAISING &Y many speakers) in sentences llke (73). N
_,ﬂ (73) ;” Steve dldn't guess that. the Phillies wonld win. R
b .Steve guessed that.the Phillies wouldn't win, ' O

o "
OB ously, for peqple who feel that (73a) &n d;(73b) are not
synonymoys; guess is fot being.used expressively there. If it were, then
NEG-RAISING would-be allowed and the sentences would m the_gam thlng
For some¢ speakers’, (T3al and (73b) do share a readlngf’gﬁd in that, case,
guess is being psed~express1ve1y 4 .
C %valso ‘claim that the anaphora_rules d1scussed in section 2.k aré'

sensitive to the expres51ve-report1ve distinction. Compare {Tlha) and
)y . A pave (T
: .- . o : : ' : &
N (T4) a. I/believe'she is coming and I can guess why.
™ .'_, - bee Barbara regrets shéyls comlng and I can guess why.-

< - N

In (Tha), the why Hes-the preferred readlng*why she is coming, although.
the readlng ‘why I believe... is possible., In (Tib) the readlng-zgx
Barbara régrets..: is- strongly preferred to why she is coming. This
seems to parallel—the.tag-question case somewhat. 1In the preferably
‘-expressive (Tba), the complement is what is asserted; so it is more
likely t9 be what the sluiced.clause tefers to. (Tib) must be .

reportlv » and the sluiced elause: refers aggin .to what is 'asserted, =~ ~ ¢
"the mai clause. Note that the possiﬁIe reading of (Tha) as whx I

because I believe may also. be reportive. I -would

claim tHerefore, -that the anaphora rules may use embedded clauses ‘as
antecedents only in cases where the clause:is what is asserted. The
number' of verbs which allow this is.larger than the number Which allow
complement tags (see Hooper and Thémpson (1973) for more-dlscuss1on) but.,
it is possible only when the verbs are being used ‘in. an express1ve

‘it seems 11ke the.blfurcatlon of sentences into'expressive

»

3 2 5 .By saylng that only expressive seﬁnces undergo NEG-RAISING ' )
predlctlo S are e’ about the sense of soM sentences. . Thus, if a, \'
santence ith a NEG-RAISING verb falls to undergo NEG—RAISING the

predlctl n is that the senternce is not an expressive.one. L1kew1se, "if

enten e,falls Yo allow a tag on the complement-clause «the claims*,
1s tha it’ is not an expres1ve sentence. We will see examples llke th1s

T in sect'on ¢

facts discovered by Clinkenbeard (}969) need
" The follOW1ng sentence with believe has undergone PASSIVE\
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(75) That Hildy is cnming is fiot believed by Jogl.

# - Kiparsky and Kiparsky T1970) explain sentences tike this by the fact  *
that the complement sentence is in subjett position and inqthis ‘position
it tends more towards being presupposed.  This mlst mean that"(TS) is "";'
reportive, whigh explains the non-ambiguity, Since NEG-?&ISING could

e - B
N

not have applied. - . .

However, if EXTRAPOSITION appliés;’the“complement'is-no‘longe}
presupposed and the Sentence may, be expressive‘(i.%.; NEG-RAISING may .
apply). RA}SING may also.be applicable. Notice the sentenfes in (76). *

%

(76) -a. It is not betieved-by Joel that Hildy: is coming. .-
- b. Hildy is not believed by Joelyto.be coming.
- sl - \"‘

@
- 3
v . . . ’

’

The predicates sgeem’and apfear,cannbtube used repdf‘ively,_so their
complentents must/be asserted. Therefore subjegt complements with are '
U _ .

L]
L3

not allowed (&f+ (77)). . ° T T
. o
' ‘ . iy N .
. (77) .a. ¥That Amy is not home Seems.
.- R 5“1; b. *That Tzzy has closed the store appears. '

These ‘sentences .are acceptable Af EXTRAPOSITION and RAISING have"dppliqd.
. Just, why ubject complément sentences may not be expregsive is’

*not{clear to me.- Hdoper (19Th) has some discussion of -this, but the

metter ig, far from s_%tled. See a1§0‘section 4.3.4, for more on so 3
, !of thése sentences. Coy T \ :
c X 5
. ’

v ,s
| <12 .
A T S e
[t TV

: 3.3. Formalization >~ ° -0
. . As megtiqned’earliér, there is little in the way of formelization
for the difference between expressiverand reportive-sentences.' Kimball
mentions some mechanisms in a Generative Sepantics framework that won't «
word. In par@icular, the theory of exceptions is anequipped to )
_ distinguish between expressive and reportive believe by means of &’
. mark 'on the lexical item. This solution.again suggests that it is a
« completely Aarbitrary choice of verbs which would be so marked and it
. makes no claims .abodt the semantic nature of the verbs; it wauld just
be a change that believe as .opposed to realize has two lexicél'enpries, .
one of which is marked for NEG-RAISING. RA g
o . - Kimball says that the class of NEG-RAISING verbs i%;semantically..
. defined as the class’ which may be used expressively. We have séen that
the class which.may be used expressively is larger then that. The
semantic classes of Hooper and:Thompson do not solvé‘tnp problem, but :
. * just give it a new name, although they ‘do Show that a semantic answer =

.7 is probably the right one,_cgntra.Lakoff. There is still no mechanism

in the theory which will allow one to predict a verb's behavior with °
T respect to NEG-RAISING from its semantic content.
- . It is not obvious to.me how this_ could berdone in thé Interpretive

<.
o

———

)

X

—Semantics system described in the next section) eithef~ A few ideas
will be suggested in section 4.2.6. In the medntime, T ¥ill merely
refer to an expressive sentence without actually indicating g formglismy
in the absence of & good one. I would hope that this inexplicitness v
+ has no significafce for the rest of the discussion, and wiii“not-affect/‘ -
.any of the results I obtain. - ’ . ' o .

‘.' ' Y ool & . I”' .
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" sentation of a sentence mst be determlne& from more than one level of

' idka of semantic representation, - for which he deve}ops several Kinds of -

-

,\ S - . . 208 .
4, An Alternatlve Approach. : - ' ) .
In thi's see#ion I will describe the general theoretical framework
within which I am working towards a des¢ription of the data. The grammar
I am using is basically that described in-Jackendoff (1972). I will
provide a brief sketch of it, with special emphasis to the modal -
structure, which is the part concerned with negation in general. I will
then attempt to form u%ate a semantic interpretation rule which I call
NEG-A%SOCIATION to_replace NEG-RAISING. The question of how this rule
eontributes to the sem%nt;c representation of a sentence will be thore

.
.

fully discussed in sec‘ioq 5. ‘ * i }

, d ) , . -
4,1, Interpretive Semanticsl ’ RN «
4,11, In'the first works on generative. grammar, the derivation of the -

meaning of a sentence from its syntagtic. structure was not dealt with.

It was not until Katz and Fodor {1963) that generative grammarians began
to look at the problem &t how to relate meaning-and form. Katz and Fodor
'developed the idea of projection rules which coikrlbute‘CO the semantic
,representatlon of a.sentence, that part which is not traceeble to the .«
lexical items themselves, but instead arises from how they are combined
syntactlcally. Each phrase structure rule and transformation would’ ‘have |
with it an associated projectlon rule which would explaln how the’ . -
+ syntactic rnle affects the meanlng of .2 sentence ﬁhlch uges,_ it 1n'1ts .
derivation. - N

.. ' Katz and Postal Ll96h) attempted- to show that ndne Qf the. trans-
formations change the meaning of* the sentence, hence they need not have.
any projection rules associated with them. From this,,ﬁ%ey proposed

that all necessary semantic information was present in the deep structure:
’ The 1oglcal result of extending this proposal is to claim that , - . .,
there is no 1eve1 of deep structure separate from the semantic fepre-
sentation, and that the base rules actually generate the semantic

structureof the sentence. ThlS claim has Been made (at least 1mp1101t1y)

in seyeral places (e.g. G. LakoPf. 1971, MaCawley 1968) in some form-o

other, ThlS was the framework adopted in sectlon 2 of thls paper.

On ‘the other hand, if it .could be shown that the semantic repre-

representatlon, then the deep structure would not contribute the entire
meaning. There could be semantic interpretation jules operating on the
surfacer stwyuct {or some .other level) to add to the meaning of a

. sentence. ‘is the approach taken by Chomsky (197}) and JacKendoff

. .

(1973) among others. JJackendoff, in partlcular, has .a fairly complex
semantic interpretation rulesg (described below). ;
' " The overall intent of thig type of framework is to show'that if.

rules of semantic 1nterpretatlon can -be formulated‘properly, their
properties and the, propertles of 'tie semantic represéntations they’

" .derive can be ;used to gccount for, [many] semantic phenomena, 1eav}ng '

the syntactic component as free' of ‘semantic intervention as it was in .~
§xntactlc Structures’(Jaékendoff 1972: Preface) ¢ . )

h.1. 2 . Jackendoff nmntlons four: aspects “of semantlc 1nterpretat10n, he

which,,while related .in some ways, are reasonably independent of'each * L,
other. . , N - N .

. . .
> @ . 3 he
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% . P Fxrst is the functlonal structure, whigh is read'from\the deep - '
;k " structure oékthe sentence. \Each verb can be considgered’a semantic Y

AN N functlon with various noun phrases as arguments. , The lexical entries’ L
,\\-~ . i for verbs wil have them broken-down into subfunctloné like CAUSE or

R U "BECQME ‘or “directiongl functions. Tge/projectlon rules will ‘insert the

A, -, NP's as arguments 1nto the functlons and generate a functlonal structure
OV .~for & sentemce. A system of 'thematic relations' developed in Gruber «
Lo [ (1965) is utllrzed to explain variodus syntactlc‘hnd gdemantic phenomensg
{ in ‘s dlore satisfying manner than can be done w1th tradltlonal\grammatlcal :
. relatlons alone or with case relations & la Fillmore (1968) ) . !
2 . ,Another element of the repreSentatlon is coreference relations
27 \\ . among nount phrases in the sentences. A table of coreference is set up,.‘
. ﬁ-f A contalnlhg an entry for each pklr-of .NPYs in the sentence with the mark
- ‘ 'coreferentlal' or noncoreTerential' ' Thln\\pformatlon is clalmed to
‘be 6f = dlfferent nature from the “functional structure,” so ;t is 1(' .
represented as a separate” part of the semantlc representatlon. '
Another contributor to meanlng.is focus 'and presupposition, where
Y ¥ facus. and presupposition can very loosely ‘be characterized as the«new .
\ . . information and the old information a sentence contains. ‘If a sentence '
- * . - receives a different focus by way of contrastive stress, the functional
- " structure is still the same. ,Fpcus and presupposltlon c